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Abstract
The idea that planners should work toward an equitable society has been part of the profession
since the 1960s, largely based on the work of planning theorists like Paul Davidoff, Sherry Arnstein and
Norman Krumholz. Transportation planning, however, has been slower than other sectors of the
profession, such as housing, to embrace equity planning concepts. That has begun to change as
concerns about income inequality, environmental justice and climate change have become more salient.
This thesis makes the case that in order to improve social equity outcomes, transportation planners
must make social equity an explicit goal and add social equity performance measures and targets to
their plans. The study focuses on Hillsborough County, Florida as a case study and analyzes the extent
that transportation planning agencies in the county consider social equity in their plans and processes.
The data on plans and processes will be compared to data on social equity outcomes related to the
distribution of transportation benefits and burdens, and next steps to improve social equity outcomes in
the County will be identified in the form of policy recommendations.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Although planning professionals agree that improving societal well-being is part of the
foundation of the field of planning and that the field should become increasingly concerned with social
equity, one sector of planning has been resistant to change. Transportation planning agencies have been
slow to embrace social equity as a goal of their work, leaving it up to other agencies, primarily those
responsible for housing and economic development policies, to find and implement solutions to societal
ills like income inequality and racial inequality. Traditional transportation development plans and
policies lack both processes and goals that result in equitable outcomes, and have actually served to
create and exacerbate inequality throughout American history.
Traditional transportation planning models are very technical, and the complexity of the
assumptions they are based on has made it so that transportation planners and engineers may
manipulate how elected officials and members of the public react to them (Rosenbloom and Beck, 2000,
p. 205). In addition, traditional approaches to transportation planning are rooted in planning for modes,
particularly single-occupant vehicles (SOVs), and for places, when they should be rooted in planning for
people. Concepts such as “Inclusive transit,” “transportation equity” and “mobility equity” are a few of
the keywords that modern-day researchers and planners are using to incorporate the concept of equity
in transportation development. However, these are generally piecemeal efforts that focus on one mode,
outcome, or strategy at a time.
This study maintains that transportation development models need to be restructured to
embrace the theory of equity planning. Equity planning is a people-centered theory of planning that
states that all planning efforts should be carried out with the goal of improving social equity outcomes.
1

The thesis builds on the theories already existing in the field of planning on how to achieve equity, and
applies them to transportation development.
The history, present, and potential future of American society as they relate to transportation
justify a shift towards more heavily prioritizing social equity in transportation development. People of
color and African-Americans in particular have been systematically oppressed by land-use and
transportation policies, practices and institutions since the founding of this country. As a result of
transportation planning policies that hurt communities of color in the past, these communities struggle
today with higher rates of poverty, illness, and disenfranchisement. These communities are referred to
as disadvantaged, underserved, marginalized, vulnerable, frontline, or communities of concern (COCs).
Frontline communities have been corralled into neighborhoods that lack sidewalks, bike lanes and wellpaved roads, had their thriving downtowns and main streets bulldozed to make room for loud, smoggy
highways, and denied the economic opportunities that would allow them to buy their own cars, invest in
their own communities, or move to the parts of town where jobs and grocery stores are more
accessible.
Transportation policies of the
past continue to stymie opportunities
for people in those communities. A
lack of reliable transportation makes
life more complicated for those
individuals while also making it more
difficult for them to find and keep
jobs and educational and training

Figure 1. Household Wealth Comparison, White Versus Black Americans

opportunities. As a result of specific policies of the past, Americans are significantly less wealthy than
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white Americans today (Figure 1). One 2015 Harvard study of over 5 million families found that
commute time is a significant factor in a person’s ability to escape poverty (Chetty et al., 2018).
Legislation to address the issue of social equity through transportation planning has been
insufficient. The US Federal Government requires transportation agencies to ensure that local
jurisdictions prioritize transportation funding rather than states or the federal government, and that
some kind of public participation process is involved in prioritization (1962 Federal-Aid Highway Act);
that nobody is discriminated against based on race, color, or nation of origin (Title VI); that local
governments recognize disproportionate environmental impacts on minority and low-income
populations (Executive Order 12898); and that new infrastructure is accessible to people with disabilities
(Americans with Disabilities Act). However, these laws do not sufficiently nor proactively address
inequities caused by policies in the past, do not require the use of measurement and evaluation tools,
nor do they establish consequences for negative outcomes due to insufficient practices. To an extent,
the amount of effort put into achieving social equity outcomes is ultimately up to each individual
agency.
Even without clear direction from the federal government, there has been plenty of motivation
to embrace social equity through urban and regional planning. Since the 1960s, authors, academics and
institutions have been increasingly recognizing that social vitality is one of three pillars of the “triple
bottom line” of sustainability (along with economic and environmental vitality). Some transportation
agencies around the country, including New York City, NY, Minneapolis, MN, and Portland, OR have
taken notice and have made social equity a goal of their transportation plans. As a result, these
jurisdictions have constructed well-connected transportation networks and have benefited from triple
bottom line gains. Their transportation networks connect a variety of multimodal transportation options
including buses, trains, carpool services, transportation network companies such as Uber and Lyft, bike
paths, sidewalks, and car-, bike- and scooter-sharing programs. Furthermore, sustainable transportation
3

networks are networks that maximize triple bottom line functions. Reducing carbon emissions, reducing
transportation costs for residents, improving mental health, reducing traffic congestion, and providing
access to jobs, grocery stores, and healthcare appointments are examples of triple bottom line services
transportation networks can provide.
Sunbelt Cities like Phoenix, AZ and Tampa, FL have a unique opportunity to develop systems that
maximize triple-bottom-line benefits. These cities are seeing a major population influx as people
abandon the old Midwestern metropolises of the past (Brace, 2017; Sauter, 2018; U.S. Census, 2018). At
the same time, since the first major wave of interstate construction began in the 1950s and 1960s many
roads and bridges are at the end of their lifecycles and require millions of local dollars for maintenance
and reconstruction. In Hillsborough County, Interstate-275 opened in 1962, Interstate-4 was completed
in 1965, and Interstate-75 was completed in 1969. Planners are currently weighing all their options as
they prepare to rebuild. We are at a pivotal moment in transportation planning. Next steps should be
made cautiously, with an understanding of what worked and what did not work in the past, and a keen
eye on what is possible in the future.
Hillsborough County is one of the fastest-growing counties in one of the fastest-growing states
in America, and is one of the only metropolitan areas of its size without a well-funded multimodal public
transportation network. On November 6th, 2018, Hillsborough County voters made some important
choices that will launch the county into a new era of transportation development. Voters elected two
new Board of County Commissioners (Mariella Smith and Kimberly Overman) with backgrounds in
community activism and platforms which promised progressive local transportation development,
tipping the scales on the Board towards an increased likelihood for progressive action on transportation.
More impressively, voters passed a county charter amendment to initiate a 1-percent sales tax fund for
transportation, effective January 2019. This local sales tax will raise over $280 million per year for 30
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years, or a total of $8.4 billion to leverage for grants and more state and federal funding and to invest
directly in transportation infrastructure and services.
One of the unintended consequences of population growth is displacement and gentrification.
Ensuring that existing communities are not displaced and are actually able to benefit from the value that
is generated by transportation developments is a real concern. Not only is it a concern because major
transportation projects of the past have intentionally and unintentionally displaced entire low-income
communities of color, but because data shows that even transportation projects developed and
implemented today that were designed to address social equity still resulted in massive amounts of
displacement (Immergluck and Balan, 2017; Brey, 2016; Spielman, 2017; Dirnbach, 2017). Even without
the development of new and improved transportation facilities, the Hillsborough County Planning
Commission has already identified gentrification as a major driver of displacement (Eagan, 2017, page
5).
Fortunately, several programs, policies and organizations do exist already to provide justice for
frontline communities in Hillsborough County. The Community Development Corporations (CDC)s in the
county use state and federal dollars to provide economic development and housing programs. Social
justice advocacy organizations such as Organize Florida and the Hillsborough Organization for Progress
and Equality (HOPE) center frontline communities and advocate for policy changes at the local level, and
local leaders regularly try to lead efforts to increase funding for affordable housing and homelessness
services. There are also some mandated safeguards that exist as a way to prevent public funding from
being misused, including many Citizens Advisory Committees for elected decision-making Boards
including the Board of County Commission and the Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) that review projects and legislation before they are brought to a final vote. However, these
efforts are largely piecemeal and siloed, their progress is often poorly tracked, and there is a large gap
where polices, services and organizations should be focused on equity in transportation issues.
5

Hillsborough County is at a pivotal moment in its transportation development, and an increase
and improvement in social equity-focused activity is vital to ensuring sustainable outcomes. What the
county does next will set the stage for decades to come. The purpose of the following paper it to make
the case Hillsborough County must take careful steps as it begins planning for new transportation
infrastructure that involves a deep-dive into how transportation planning affects social equity, and how
transportation can be planned in a way that improves social equity outcomes.
This thesis addresses these questions using a review of the literature on transportation
development and equity planning, an analysis of existing plans, and interviews with key stakeholders in
and outside of government. The qualitative study that follows analyzes the extent that transportation
planning agencies in Hillsborough County, Florida already consider social equity in their plans and
processes at this point-in-time, and compares that data with data on social equity outcomes related to
the distribution of transportation benefits and burdens. Specifically, the qualitative study presented in
Chapter 5 analyzes where equity indicators are found in the plans, processes, and outcomes of
transportation planning in Hillsborough County, Florida. The equity indicators identified in Chapter 4 are
used to inform the analysis and discussion. The goal of the study is to identify next steps to improve
social equity outcomes in the County.

6

Chapter 2: Defining Equity
Transportation planning agencies receiving federal dollars are required by federal law to
demonstrate that they are not excluding anyone from participation in the planning process based on
skin color, sex, or religion. Additional federal laws are focused on avoiding harm and ensuring equal
opportunity. However, these laws are focused on equality rather than equity. Equality is the equal
distribution of burdens and benefits, while equity is the fair distribution of burdens and benefits. The
concept of equity is founded in the understanding that equal is not always fair because we do not all
start life on an equal playing field.
Although these two words have two different denoted definitions, the two words are often used
interchangeably in policy and planning, and most governments have not agreed upon a specific
operational definition for equity. Even agencies within the same region are often working with different
definitions of the word equity. Many agencies do not differentiate between equity and equality, and
instead default to whichever word is most popular at the time of its use. In the past, that buzzword was
equality, but lately the word equity has grown in popularity. Often, an agency will use the word equity,
when really what they mean is equality.
A study by Tierra S. Bills and Joan L. Walker (2017) looked the different terms and definitions
used by various planning agencies, identifying eight different ways that the concept of equity is used by
government agencies. These eight concepts of equity fell into one of two camps: egalitarian social
equity, and restorative (sometimes called transformational) social equity. Egalitarian social equity
referred to definitions that were ultimately “Providing an equal level of benefits among all groups of
interest” (Bills and Walker, 2017). Restorative definitions, on the other hand, asserted that agencies
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should go a step further than equal distribution and should work to “equalize” existing differences
between groups.
Researcher Todd Litman also found that the words equality and equity were being used
interchangeably, and came up with a unique solution. He created the term horizontal equity to refer to
what we traditionally know as equality, the even distribution of burdens and benefits, and the term
vertical equity to refer to a proactive justice-based approach to distributing burdens and benefits. By
creating two definitions for the word equity, he has given planners a way to use language they may be
already comfortable using to refer to two totally different concepts. This is one approach to addressing
the problem of these words being used interchangeably.

The Operational Definition of Equity Used in This Paper
The definition this paper utilizes for social equity is primarily informed by the restorative
approach to equity identified in the Bills and Walker 2017 study. Social equity is an active behavior that
involves recognizing that people begin life on an uneven playing field, and working proactively to change
where people stand on that playing field. It is the intentional fair and just distribution of societal benefits
and burdens that works to equalize existing differences between targeted groups. This study uses a
restorative approach to equity, and asserts that equity in transportation development is the recognition
of the unfair distribution of the burdens of transportation infrastructure and services, and the
intentional fair distribution and redistribution of the benefits of transportation infrastructure and
services to targeted transportation disadvantaged groups.
The key words in this definition are equalizing, intentional, and targeted. Social equity
policies and their associated performance measures seek to identify where the burdens and
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benefits caused by action and inaction are disproportionately distributed, and work to decrease
those burdens and equalize those benefits through project selection and prioritization.

Review of Equity as Defined by Existing Laws and Planning Authorities
The following is a review of how equity is defined by major legislation and institutions that have
authority over how transportation planning is done in the United States. Most of these laws and
organizations do not mention equity by name, but have defined words or concepts that explain how
they require the intentional consideration of the needs of targeted frontline communities.
Federal Acts
Major acts passed by the United States Federal Government that address the needs of frontline
communities and apply to the activities of transportation planning agencies the most include the
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), Title VI, Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898,
and the Americans with Disabilities Act. All planning agencies in the United States receiving federal
dollars must abide by these federal laws. Interestingly, none of these laws were written with a definition
of the word equity.
NEPA was passed in 1970 and is enforced by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). It is a federal law that requires that a series of studies are performed of the area around a
proposed project in order to understand the potential impact to the human and natural environment of
that project. An assessment of social impacts must be included in the initial NEPA assessment report,
and if significant impacts are discovered, more studies are required in subsequent reports. Significant
social impacts may trigger the most rigorous NEPA process, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
which may be accompanied by a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). State
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) are required to do an EIS (and later, an SEIS) if a proposed major

9

federal action is determined to significantly affect the quality of the human environment. Public
collaboration is required throughout the entire NEPA process and participation must be in compliance
with Title VI, meaning they must ensure that everyone has the opportunity to participate.
Title VI was enacted as part of the landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title VI prohibits
discrimination from participation on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and
activities receiving federal financial assistance. In 1980, sex, disability, and religion were added to the
list. In 2000, age, sexual orientation, and status as a parent were added to the list, but only for federally
conducted education and training programs. Finally, Executive Order 13166 was passed in 2000
requiring agencies receiving federal to ensure that persons with limited English proficiency have access
to programs. Hence, Title VI and its ensuing Executive Orders are focused on equality, or horizontal
equity, as they simply require that all people have equal opportunity to participate and are not
discriminated against.
The other two regulations embrace vertical equity slightly more. Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,
amends the code of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). It requires all local agencies to:
…make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing,
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations.
The Americans with Disabilities Act passed in 1990 “is intended to provide important benefits
that are distributional and equitable in character,” according to Americans with Disabilities Act Title II
Regulations (2010, p. 13). The ADA also refers to Executive Order 12866 which amends the code of the

10

Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs to include the following Regulatory Philosophy for Federal
agencies:
Section 1. Statement of Regulatory Philosophy and Principles.
(a) The Regulatory Philosophy… in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches,
agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential
economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive
impacts; and equity), unless a statute requires another regulatory approach.
Under the section titled (b) The Principles of Regulation, two particular points provide the
precedent for transportation agencies not only to recognize the role of past policies that may or may not
have been implemented by their agencies, but to then address those issues equitable. They include
Principle of Regulation (2) and (5):
(2) Each agency shall examine whether existing regulations (or other law) have created, or
contributed to, the problem that a new regulation is intended to correct and whether those
regulations (or other law) should be modified to achieve the intended goal of regulation more
effectively.
(5) When an agency determines that a regulation is the best available method of achieving the
regulatory objective, it shall design its regulations in the most cost-effective manner to achieve
the regulatory objective. In doing so, each agency shall consider incentives for innovation,
consistency, predictability, the costs of enforcement and compliance (to the government,
regulated entities, and the public), flexibility, distributive impacts, and equity.
These laws do not explicitly define equity or require that social equity is considered in a
meaningful way, but rather, they mention equity as part of a broader goal to ensure that government
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activity controls for “distributive impacts.” They also provide a precedent to take certain targeted
communities into consideration and to avoid doing further harm to those communities.
Transportation-Focused Federal Acts
It was not until 1962 that the United States federal government required public participation in
transportation development. Congress passed the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 and created
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), agency-boards representing the interests of regional areas
with populations over 50,000. MPOs were intended to act as the voice of the people. They implement
public hearings and utilize public participation strategies to figure out how to prioritize existing
transportation funds.
Amendments to the act, such as the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21),
increased public participation and provided specific rules for the consideration for communities of color
and low-income communities. On July 6, 2012, President Barack Obama signed the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Act. This Act marks the first time that performance measures
were required by the U.S. Federal Government to be included in the long-range transportation plans of
State Departments of Transportation (DOT)s and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). In
section 23 CFR 490.101 of the bill, a target is defined as
… a quantifiable level of performance or condition, expressed as a value for the
measure, to be achieved within a time period required by the Federal Highway
Administration… A target for a measure is a single numerical value that has the same
unit and precision level as its measure Setting aspirational targets that are not datadriven, realistic, or achievable does not align with the performance management
framework or the stated congressional policy to improve project decision-making
through performance-based planning and programming. Setting data-driven targets will
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enable decision makers to utilize resources in ways that will result in increased
accountability and transparency by allowing the public to better understand
expectations and expenditure results.
Unfortunately, none of the MAP-21 performance measures look at social equity.
However, simply mandating the inclusion of performance measures and performance targets as
part of the transportation planning process is a huge step towards meaningful change.
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
The EPA requires any transportation agency or jurisdiction using federal dollars to build
a transportation infrastructure project to…
…use all practicable means... [to]…assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive,
and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [and to] … preserve important
historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain whenever
possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice.” [42
USC § 4331 [NEPA § 101 (b)(2)]]
In other words, ensuring a decent quality of life for “all Americans” is the motivation for
taking social impacts into consideration in addition to the environmental impacts. The Florida
Department of Transportation, for example, will do what they call a Sociocultural Effects
Evaluation to study potential social effects of major projects that they are trying to implement.
Since these agencies are required to be in compliance with federal acts such as the ADA, Title VI
and Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898, supportive materials that describe how an
agency is to carry out the NEPA process advise agencies to pay special attention to
disadvantaged communities (FHWA, 2019).
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The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT)
The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) has a webpage on their website under
“Literature and Resources” dedicated to equity policy. The page is simply titled “Equity.” On this page,
USDOT acknowledges that frontline communities are impacted both by the disproportionate
distribution of negative impacts caused by the transportation system (burdens), and by the
disproportionate distribution of transportation amenities (benefits). They identify targeted populations
as “low-income residents, minorities, children, persons with disabilities, and older adults” and they
admit that “Households in low-income areas typically own fewer vehicles, have longer commutes, and
have higher transportation costs.” The page then lists examples of strategies to address inequity,
including
•

Increasing mode options

•

Decreasing pollution through design strategies

•

Addressing the affordability of public transportation

•

Targeting demand-response services towards frontline communities, and

•

Addressing housing affordability.

It also lists performance measures, studies, white papers, and supportive documents to help
transportation planning agencies operationalize equity in transportation planning. The piece on
performance measures is particularly important. They state that comparing “benefits and burdens” in
neighborhoods with high concentrations of “vulnerable populations” as the key to measuring social
equity outcomes.
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 1999
Memorandum
In 1999, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
issued a memorandum to clarify implementation of Title VI, The President's Executive Order on
Environmental Justice, the U.S. DOT Order, and the FHWA Order. It clarifies that per the aforementioned
federal laws, the FHWA and FTA will be making specific social equity indicators are included in statewide
planning findings that are made seeking Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
approval.
One requirement is related to the overall strategies and goals of agency plans. It requires agency
plans to include a demographic profile, identify strategies and measures that ensure the accessibility of
multimodal transportation, and demonstrate an attempt to identify the needs of low-income and
minority populations. Another requirement is related to public participation. It requires agencies to
ensure that mechanisms are in place that allow low-income and minority populations are involved in the
decision-making process. The last major requirement relates to service equity. It requires transportation
agencies receiving federal funds to address service equity as follows:
Service Equity:
• Does the planning process have an analytical process in place for assessing the
regional benefits and burdens of transportation system investments for different socioeconomic groups? Does it have a data collection process to support the analysis effort?
Does this analytical process seek to assess the benefit and impact distributions of the
investments included in the plan and TIP (or STIP)?
• How does the planning process respond to the analyses produced? Imbalances identified?
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The Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged (CTD)
The Florida State Legislature created the Florida Commission for the Transportation
Disadvantaged (CTD) and the Transportation Disadvantaged Trust Fund (TDTF) in 1989. This commission
became responsible for carrying out the requirements of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
legislation on transportation, 49 U.S.C. and the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act 49
U.S.C. Section 5310 which provides funding to provide services to transportation disadvantaged (TD)
populations. The Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners is responsible for ensuring that
transportation services are available to transportation disadvantaged people and reports to the CTD.
Although none of the aforementioned laws or organizations use the word “equity” in any of
their code language, Florida Statutes (F.S.), Chapter 427 has established a definition for “transportation
disadvantaged.” That definition is:
… those persons who because of physical or mental disability, income status, or age are
unable to transport themselves or to purchase transportation and are, therefore,
dependent upon others to obtain access to health care, employment, education,
shopping, social activities, or other life-sustaining activities, or children who are
handicapped or high-risk or at-risk as defined in s. 411.202.
The CTD motivates local transportation plans to include GOPs that focus on the
transportation disadvantaged population. Funding from the TDTF is distributed based on a
formula that is primarily concerned with ridership numbers, but the fact that there is a
dedicated funding source ensures that the objectives are backed-up with action. The purpose of
this law is for vertical equity – it is an extra step in the transportation planning process designed
to ensure that those who need a hand up receive the extra assistance they need to have a
decent quality of life.

16

The American Planning Association (APA)
The American Planning Association (APA) is currently responsible for the national certification of
professional planners, and their definition of equity provides leadership for American planners on how
to use the word equity, and how to operationalize it in their work. On their official website, the APA
states that their vision is to be an organization which “advances planning through leadership in
education, research, advocacy, and ethical practice.” They take advocacy seriously, as they have created
several equity-based working groups, and they have developed a Planning for Equity Policy Guide. In the
policy guide, they use the following Policylink (2018) definition of equity:
Just and fair inclusion into a society in which all can participate, prosper, and reach their
full potential. Unlocking the promise of the nation by unleashing the promise in us all.
(APA, 2019, p. 1)
They go on to describe how social equity is to be achieved through planning efforts. This
clarification of the operationalization of the term is important because different sectors will
ultimately pursue equity very differently. The outcome that an agency is looking to achieve will
often affect not just the operational definition of the word equity, but the base definition as
well. According to the APA:
Planning for equity is intended to challenge those planning practices that result in
policies, programs, and regulations that disproportionately impact and stymie the
progress of certain segments of the population more than others. Done with intention,
equity is a thread that is woven through the fabric of all plans, regulations,
developments and policy options. (APA, 2019, p. 1)
Note the words, “with intention.” In planning, the word equity implies that extra steps
will be taken to ensure that disproportionate impacts are equalized. The APA also defines the
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terms “disproportionately” and “institutionalized” to guide planners and planning agencies in
how to standardize and operationalize these words and concepts. Many agencies are
comfortable using the word disproportionately, but inclusion of the idea that inequity is
institutionalized is significant. The word institutionalized implies recognition that our
government systems have built-in processes that can create and perpetuate inequities.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework

The Theory of Equity Planning
Equity planning is a planning theory positing that social equity should be the ultimate goal of
state intervention. By making social equity the primary goal of planning efforts, all objectives, policies,
prioritization exercises and projects would be geared towards ensuring that those who are
disadvantaged within a jurisdiction receive their fair share of benefits.
This planning theory does not waver from the original intent of planning as a profession, but in
fact nudges the field back towards its original purpose. The field of planning in America originated as a
form of state intervention in city development in order to improve public health outcomes (Fogelsong,
1986). One of the first acts of government intervention in the development of cities was with the first
New York Tenement House Act of 1867 which set standards for how large low-income housing blocks
should be designed. The law was passed in order to address the social issues of the time such as
devastating fires and disease. The federal government began requiring developers to construct fire
escapes, 1 toilet per 20 people, and one window per room in all of their buildings. The roots of urban
planning grew from these early building and sanitation infrastructure regulations, in other words, out of
a need to address housing and humanitarian issues in densely populated cities (Peterson, 2018).
Unfortunately, the practice of intentional state intervention in city development would soon
become dominated by special interests, especially the interests of private business. For decades,
planning was a political or business affair. Some of the top-down policies and projects fifty to one
hundred years ago had positive outcomes, such as the New Deal public works projects implemented by
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Democrat Franklin Roosevelt’s administration between 1933 and 1936 which put millions of Americans
back to work during the Great Depression and allowed Americans to achieve the highest quality of life in
the world at the time (Leopold, 2015; Kurz et al., 2018). Some policies and projects, on the other hand,
disproportionately negatively impacted communities of color, such as the Interstate and Defense Act of
1956 which destroyed vibrant African-American communities and built smoggy highways through their
centers while encouraging unsustainable urban sprawl (Dreier et al., 2014).
It was not until the 1950s and 1960s that the field of planning as we know it today found its
place in the bureaucracy of public office. Perhaps in response to massive business-motivated policies
like the Interstate and Defense Act of 1956, planning theorists of the 1960s pushed to decrease control
of city development by corporate and top-down interests. They uplifted the spirit of democratic
participation and people-power and focused on the methods of public input on city plans.
Paul Davidoff in 1965 was one of the first theorists to insist that equity should be considered in
the plans and processes of government. Davidoff’s “advocacy planning” model proposed that the role of
the planner should be to engage in the political process as advocates. He and other theorists of the day
believed in the power of democracy to solve problems, and he staked his ideas on the belief that the
most appropriate policies are those decided upon after spirited debate, which planners would facilitate.
Davidoff diverged from traditional theories on the role of planning and planners by proposing that
planners should state the values they considered as they present evidence for their plans and should
also present the plans of their opponents (to encourage debate). This was, and still is today, in direct
opposition to theories of planning that insist on the unbiased neutrality that government staff should
embrace when making recommendations (Hoch, 1996). Many planners and theorists lean towards
Davidoff’s perspective, and have critiqued the idea that any person can be unbiased (Davidoff, 1965).
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Many equity planning theorists in the 1960s were focused on public participation as the best
way to improve social equity outcomes. Lisa Peattie published “Reflections on Equity Planning” in 1968.
She saw the core problem with technocracy in planning as the alienation of the people, especially the
most disadvantaged, from the process. She saw advocacy planning as a way for localized urban interests
to be expressed in a political climate that was increasingly alienating the people from their decisionmakers. According to Peattie, planners should work to decentralize government, facilitate a way for
communities to express their connected interests of class, race, and gender, and ultimately halt the selfperpetuating alienation of people from the system.
Similarly, in 1969 Sherry Arnstein published a tool she called the “ladder of participation” to
evaluate the ability of the public to hold power through democratic participation. At the top of the
ladder is “Citizen Control” over decision-making, and at the bottom of the ladder is “Manipulation”
where decision-makers have total control and manipulate the public to buy-in to their vision. By
analyzing an agency’s public participation through this lens, planners can improve their public
participation strategies by working to move them up the ladder, changing them from empty ritual or
manipulative tactic into a meaningful tool that gives real decision-making power to those that are most
affected by a planning decision.
Also in 1969, a combination of political will and professional pressure allowed Norman Krumholz
to operationalize the equity planning model. He was one of the first planners to carry out Davidoff’s
ideas in the field and is still known today as one of the best examples of equity planning in action. He
was appointed as the Director of City Planning by the city of Cleveland, Ohio’s first black mayor and the
first black mayor of a city with a population over 50,000, Mayor Carl Stokes. This was at a time when the
City of Cleveland was losing population and jobs, and race riots were erupting citywide (Brown, 2015).
Krumholz was given full authority to address social equity in Cleveland through planning. His plans and
planners publicly challenged the status quo of economics- and land use-based urban planning policies.
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According to Krumholz in a reflective essay written in 1982, his new social equity-based policies “not
only survived, but prospered.”
His technique involved focusing on the grassroots, listening to what people need, and then
working to provide them with those needs through planning. Krumholz overhauled the city planning
staff, hiring planners who were essentially social justice activists, and he played on their strengths and
empowered them to find solutions to Cleveland’s equity issues (Brown, 2015). Instead of waiting for
permission from decision-makers to move forward on studies and public engagement, he encouraged
them to “seize upon important issues and develop recommendations without prior invitation”
(Krumholz, 1975).
His department made clear the urgency of the issues facing underprivileged people in Cleveland,
the inherent exploitative nature of the urban planning process, and the importance of local planning
efforts to address injustices where the state and federal government failed. They abandoned posturing
as a neutral public agency, ending the department’s focus on land use, public facilities, and roads, and
most importantly redirecting focus from the downtown to the neighborhoods. Krumholz said,
“… the problems of Cleveland and its people have less to do with land uses, zoning, or
issues of urban design – the traditional domain of city planners – and more to do with
personal and municipal poverty, unemployment, neighborhood deterioration and
abandonment, crime, inadequate mobility, and so on.” (Krumholz et al., 1975)
Krumholz went beyond rhetoric and consistently pushed for action. His ideas culminated
in the Policy Planning Report of 1975, a transparently value-driven citywide comprehensive plan
centered around social equity. In the plan’s preface, it was stated that “The Commission is less
concerned with the number and specificity of its policies than with the consistency between its
policies and its goal.” The report was nationally and internationally recognized and sparked
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debate over the role of the planner. Krumholz said “a planner is what a planner does” (Krumholz
et al., 1975). He was not ignorant of how much power a planner has – he saw planners as
educators, mediators, advisors, organizers and researchers – but he understood deeply the
power of the planner to influence decisions, and refined the way his staff communicated key
data and communicate ideas in a way that decision-makers could relate to (Krumholz et al.,
1975; Brown, 2015).
Some of the changes his department was able to accomplish in his ten years with the
City of Cleveland were particularly radical at the time, including challenging both the dominance
of single-occupant vehicle (SOV) transportation and suburban sprawl. He worked with the state
legislature on a foreclosure policy that led to the Cleveland Land Bank which, by 2015, owned
over 12,000 parcels. He negotiated with the Cleveland Transit System (CTS), convincing them to
provide lower fares overall and reduced fares for seniors and the disabled, and to implement a
community-responsive transit program as part of a deal in which they turned their service over
to a regional transit authority. He helped the community block the construction of two major
highway projects, including the Clark Freeway (I-290) which would have displaced 1,400 families
on the City’s east side. He challenged economic growth-based policies and created a more
rigorous process for development subsidy requests. Finally, he worked with the Mayor to
restructure the 5-county regional planning agency so that the City of Cleveland had
proportionate representation to its share of the population.
Krumholz held his position from 1969 to 1979, four years under Democrat Mayor Stokes and six
years under Republican Mayor Ralph Perk. Even after leaving his position, his ideas stuck with
Cleveland’s city planning department. Plans that came after the 1975 Policy Planning Report kept the
goal of serving those in need, including the Civic Vision 2000 Citywide Plan led by Hunter Morrison, the
land-use-focused planner who was hired by a Republican mayor just after Krumholz. The new plan’s
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leading goal was to “create neighborhood conditions that meet the needs and aspirations of residents of
all incomes and ages” (Brown 2015). Krumholz went on to become a President of the American Planning
Association in 1986.
It has taken some time, but planning departments and agencies are now revisiting the equity
planning model from the 60s. This revisiting is inspired by today’s racial justice movement, the
sustainability movement, and a working-class uprising that is pushing back against runaway income
inequality. In addition, the body of work demonstrating that transportation planning creates winners
and losers has become overwhelming. For example, we now know that people of color breathe higher
levels of smog than any other demographic, and they spend a higher portion of their income on
transportation than their wealthier neighbors (Katz and Kay, 2012; Kiersz and Morrell, 2017; Smart
Growth America, 2003). The elderly are also more vulnerable to the health impacts of transportation
choices and modes. In a study measuring the correlation between social capita and health and wellbeing
of the elderly, it was found that low social capital and the “being left behind” variable were significantly
related to low health-related quality of life (Zhong et al., 2017). The list of outcomes that only affect
certain communities is extensive, and the data demonstrating the importance of transportation
development to the health and well-being of frontline more than justifies an equity planning in
transportation development approach.

Equity as the Third Pillar of Sustainability
The APA recognizes that equity does not stifle or impede growth and development, but in fact
enhances it by 1) Creating and extending opportunities for all members of the community, 2) Investing
in each member of the community’s personal health and growth and thus their productive capacity, 3)
Does the reasonable thing of acknowledging one’s place in creating and perpetuating inequities and
takes action, and 4) Allows space for planners, decision-makers and agencies to adopt new creative
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approaches to planning that also happen to embrace equity (APA, 2019). The APA specifically names
encouraging triple-bottom line outcomes (p. 10, “Environmental Justice Policy 1. Encourage Triple
Bottom-Line Outcomes”) in its Planning for Equity Policy Guide as well.
The first time the word sustainability was used in governmental affairs was in 1987 when the
World Commission on Environment and Development published the groundbreaking study, Our
Common Future, also known as the Brundtland Report. They framed use of the concept in the context of
development, stating that sustainable development is “development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” Nearly every
model of sustainability produced since the Brundtland Report identifies three basic dimensions (often
referred to as layers or pillars) of problems/solutions where sustainability can be achieved. These three
essential dimensions are social, economic, and environmental.
One of the most widely-used models of sustainability is called the “Three Dimensions of Human
Interests” model, also known as the “Triple Bottom Line” model (United Nations ESCAP, 2015). It places
the three dimensions on a Venn Diagram with the word “Sustainable” in the middle where they all
intersect, and labels “Tradeoffs” where only two dimensions intersect. This model highlights how it is
difficult to tackle every problem within every dimension; nearly every operational definition of
sustainability has tradeoffs where one or more elements of a dimension are insufficiently addressed or
completely ignored.
Most organizations operationalizing their definitions of sustainability tend to focus on the
environmental or economic dimension (Theis and Tomkin, 2012). As mentioned, the term itself came
from an organization that was studying the viability of continuous status quo economic activity in
relationship to the capacity of the environment to withstand its influence. Furthermore, the Triple
Bottom Line model comes from the concept of the “bottom line” in the business community, which
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refers to the company’s ability to make economic profit. Meanwhile, sustainability has taken root in
environmental organizations as they struggle to tackle the biggest national security threat of our time,
climate change. Hence, the business and environmental communities are the most proactive in taking
sustainability seriously. For example, the operationalization of sustainability is carried out largely
through corporations who adopt management control systems for corporate responsibility, or who are
looking to make their products “green” to appeal to increasingly environmentally-conscious consumers.
The social pillar is somewhat of a forgotten pillar, despite it having an equal amount of space on
model diagrams. Local governments and planning departments have been traditionally focused on
economic growth first and foremost, so it comes as no surprise that their definitions of sustainability are
focused on the economic dimension. While economic growth and environmental health are important
goals, the triple-bottom-line theory of sustainability reminds us that social equity is just as vital to
corporate and public welfare as the other pillars.
There are two ways to think about the social equity pillar of sustainability in transportation
planning:
1. Mitigation of climate and environmental impacts. The transport sector surpassed the
energy production sector in 2017 as the top producer of greenhouse gasses (GHGs)
(Figure 2) and climate change affects vulnerable populations first and worst despite the
fact that vulnerable populations are the least responsible for causing climate change,
and
2. Adaptation to the negative consequences of climate and environmental impacts.
Societies with more social equity indicators are more resilient to the effects of climate
change (EIA, 2017; Shue, 2014).
According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration:
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Although the industrial sector is the largest consumer of energy (including direct fuel
use and electricity purchased from the electric power sector), the transportation sector
emits more CO2 because of its near complete dependence on petroleum fuels. (EIA,
2018)
A recent 2018 United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Special Report stated
that one of the most important solutions to curbing climate change is to get cars off the road and
diversify our transportation mode choices. The report indicated that we must commit to a 50%
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2030, and we must commit to 100% clean energy by 2050.
Reducing gas and diesel-powered SOVs and other vehicles as soon as possible is paramount (IPCC, 2018,
p. 65).
Building a community’s resiliency is just as important as mitigating climate change, and is rapidly
becoming even more important. All around the state, Floridians are being impacted by storms, flooding,
poverty, and other social ills that are caused by the environments they are in rather than by their own
individual actions. The definition of resiliency is the ability to return to equilibrium after a major upset,
while vulnerability is defined as a lack of resiliency (Buckman and Rakhimova, 2015). Community
resilience refers to that community’s ability to reach equilibrium after an abrupt shock to the urban
system such as hurricanes, and the ability to reach equilibrium in the face of slow-moving risks such as
the impact of climate change including rising temperatures and economic decline.
Buckman and Rakhimova describe four community qualities that affect a community’s
resiliency: 1. The strength of economic capital (strong and varied economic inflows and outflows, low
economic inequity), 2. The strength of human capital (bonds and links between community members),
3. The strength of environmental capital (ecosystem services built into urban landscape), and 4. The
adaptability of governance (qualified central group or groups making flexible decisions; community
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access to decision-making). Qualities 1, 3 and 4 indicate that a community’s level of equity – low income
inequality, strong bonds between social groups, and access to political decision-making – directly
impacts their level of resiliency.
One way to measure a city’s level of resiliency is the Resilience Capacity Index (RCI). This index is
a single statistic summarizing a region’s score on 12 equally weighted indicators - four in each of three
dimensions: 1. Regional Economic attributes (a. Income, b. Diversity, c. Affordability, d. Business
environment); 2. Sociodemographic attributes (a. Educational attainment, b. Lack of disability, c. Lack of
poverty, d. Healthcare attainment), 3. Community Connectivity attributes (a. Civic infrastructure, b.
Metropolitan stability, c. Homeownership, d. Voter participation). In this model, resiliency is directly
correlated to social equity indicators like income equality, education attainment, and community
connectivity.
Through studies and experiences, people are beginning to realize how important social equity
truly is to sustainability. During a 2015 interview with the Cleveland Scene Journal, Krumholz
acknowledged that the trend towards sustainable development should motivate planning agencies to
take notice of equity. He said, “so long as planners are concerned about sustainability, equity is one of
the three legs of the sustainability stool,” (Welle, 2015). This movement should inspire the
transportation development sector to more rigorously and intentionally work to improve social equity
outcomes.
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Chapter 4: Mobility Equity Indicators (MEI)
In order to embrace equity planning and improve social equity outcomes, transportation
planning agencies must identify where in their operations to make changes. The qualitative study
outlined in Chapters 6 and 7 identify where equity is already being addressed in the plans and processes
of Hillsborough County’s primary transportation planning agencies, and where equity could be
addressed in the future. It also looks at equity in the outcomes of transportation development in the
county in order to triangulate the data and justify recommendations.
The analysis of the plans, processes and outcomes is based on a consolidation of equity
indicators proposed by five respected sources on equity planning and equity in mobility. This
consolidated list of indicators that identify if equity is being addressed in transportation planning are
called Mobility Equity Indicators (MEI).
The five sources used to create the list of MEIs used in this study include the research and
experiences of one planner, Norman Krumholz, and major publications by four research institutes: Todd
Litman’s Victory Institute, TransitCenter, PolicyLink and the Greenlining Institute (Table 1). These five
sources were chosen based on two important qualifiers. One, because they identify multiple specific
places in their approach (or recommended approach) to planning where equity can be addressed. To
see all of the equity indicators/policies identified by these five sources, see Appendix A: Equity Indicator
Sources. Two, because their names and publications were repeatedly quoted in the literature review
research as authorities on equity in transportation planning. Krumholz published a book called A
Retrospective View of Equity Planning Cleveland 1969–1979 in which he identifies strategies, outputs
and outcomes of his approach, and all four institutes have published studies specifically looking at
equity in transportation development or outcomes that name equity indicators.
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Table 1. Sources of Mobility Equity Indicators

More specifically, Krumholz’s indicators were chosen because he is one of the founders of the
theory of equity planning and is considered one of the most successful planners to organize a planning
office around equity planning. Todd Litman, founder of the Victoria Institute, is one of the most wellrecognized researchers of transportation equity. He and his Institute have published dozens of studies,
reports, and articles on transportation equity including a comprehensive report called “Evaluating
Transportation Equity: Guidance for Incorporating Distributional Impacts in Transportation Planning”
(2019). TransitCenter is a foundation that funds and publishes studies in an effort to improve public
transit through equity, sustainability, and economic vitality. The Greenlining Institute is a research
institute focused on empowering communities of color through planning and policy. Finally, PolicyLink is
an institute whose work is rooted in the idea that achieving equity is “the superior growth model” (from
their website, 2019). PolicyLink recently published a report called “An Equity Profile of Pinellas County”
which is Hillsborough’s most comparable neighbor. Their work is focused on three policy areas:
equitable economy, healthy communities of opportunity, and a just society.
In order to generate a list of MEIs that would be utilized in the study of Hillsborough County, the
indicators of all five authors were compared and consolidated. Indicators for this study were either
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repeated by more than two authors, or were named by at least two authors who expressed that they
are particularly important. The resulting equity indictors are:

Figure 2. Mobility Equity Indicators
Indicator 1: Prioritizing equity (making it a goal) (Krumholz, PolicyLink, TransitCenter)
Indicator 2: Emphasizing accessibility and discouraging sprawl (Krumholz, PolicyLink, Victoria
Institute, TransitCenter, Greenlining Institute)
Indicator 3: Collaborative (non-siloed) decision-making (Victoria Institute, PolicyLink)
Indicator 4: Inclusive public involvement and increased public power to influence decisions
(TransitCenter, Greenlining Institute)
Indicator 5: Affordability of fare and transit options in general (Krumholz, PolicyLink,
TransitCenter, Greenlining Institute)
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Indicator 6: Emphasis on the intersection between transportation and housing, jobs, and health
(Krumholz, TransitCenter, Greenlining Institute, PolicyLink)
Indicator 7: Mode choice and de-emphasizing the SOV (Krumholz, Victoria Institute, Greenlining
Institute)
Indicator 8: Consistent measurement, particularly spatial analyses and quality of life analyses
(Victoria Institute, Krumholz, PolicyLink, Greenlining Institute)
Indicator 9: Funding sources and availability (TransitCenter, Victoria Institute)
Researchers studying equity planning in transportation development have identified two types
of MEIs. One type of indicator identifies elements of equity planning in the planning process (outputs),
the other type identifies conditions in the community (outcomes). Of the five sources used in this study,
Krumholz, Litman, and TransitCenter look more at indicators in process, while PolicyLink and the
Greenlining Institute focus on outcome indicators. Equity indicators in the planning process include
practices like making equity a goal in plans, measuring changes in equity outcomes, and emphasizing
accessibility over mobility. Indicators in outcomes include data like where poor air quality is
concentrated in the city, and the percent of households without a personal vehicle. However, both types
of indicators are connected to a cause (process/output) or effect (outcome). In other words, indicators
in the community directly inform what should be considered in the planning process, while indicators in
the planning process correlate to certain outcomes in the community. Hence, the reason all five sources
were consolidated into one list of MEIs is because output and outcome indicators are two sides of the
same coin.
If a transportation planning agency is ready to commit itself to an equity planning approach,
they might start by identifying where and how much they are considering or implementing the
indicators listed above. Short of making that transformational commitment, utilizing some of the ideas
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and practices related to the indicators listed above is a way to move towards social equity through
transportation planning.
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Chapter 5: Qualitative Study of Hillsborough County
Supported by the theory of equity planning and the Three Dimensions of Human Interests
model of sustainability, the following study seeks to understand how much social equity is considered in
Hillsborough County’s transportation planning plans and processes. The first section of the study is a
short review of some of the biggest past and present-day issues affecting transportation in Hillsborough
County. Part II is a systematic analysis of the five primary planning documents in the county, and Part III
is a systematic analysis of the processes employed by county agencies, triangulated by an analysis of
outcomes of transportation planning in the county. The Mobility Equity Indicators (MEIs) identified in
Chapter 4 were used to analyze these plans, processes and outcomes. The qualitative analysis
culminates in a list of policy suggestions in Chapter 6.

Part I: Setting the Stage – The History and Future of Inequality and Transportation in Hillsborough
County
The City of Tampa, Hillsborough County’s primary business center and one of the oldest postEnglish colonization cities in West Central Florida, was born because of the development of
transportation. Businessman Henry Plant brought his Plant Railroad system to Tampa in 1884. He was
petitioned by leaders of Tampa, but he also owned a steamship company and Tampa is situated
strategically on Tampa Bay, connecting Miami, Jacksonville and beyond to Tampa’s shipping port. The
train brought jobs, and it also brought people via passenger rail. In 1880, the town's population was a
little over 700. By 1890, it had grown to over 7,000 (Johnson, 1966). With the city's success, a second
railroad company came to Tampa in 1890: the Florida Central & Peninsular Railway. The tracks came in
from Plant City along First Avenue, then curved southwest to run along downtown Tampa's Whiting
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Street. The company built a passenger and freight depot at the corner of Franklin Street
(tampabaytrains.com, 2019).
In 1892, Tampa was one of the first cities to implement an electric streetcar system. By 1926,
the Tampa streetcar system consisted of 11 routes and 190 streetcars, and had expanded from 21 miles
of track to 53 miles of track with service from 4:30 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. seven days a week (TECO Streetcar,
2019). The streetcar inspired the development of “electric parks,” which were recreation areas around
streetcar lines, including DeSoto Park, Ballast Point Park and Pier, MacFarlane Park, and the Sulphur
Springs Pool. It was also carrying 24 million passengers a year from their homes to their jobs and to
recreational activities. In August 1946, the streetcar was shut down and paved over after it was
purchased by investors associated with General Motors and the Greyhound bus (Kane, 2018).
Urban renewal did not spare the racially segregated neighborhoods and commercial districts of
Tampa. Interstate-275 opened in 1962, Interstate-4 was completed in 1965, and Interstate-75 was
completed in 1969. Due to the low cost of land and a lack of regulations in place that would prevent
disproportionately negative impacts to communities of color, I-4 and I-275 connected directly over
Central Avenue, Tampa’s primary African-American-owned downtown, and took many parcels along its
nearby African-American neighborhoods. Today, poverty is concentrated near these highways, and
those areas of high poverty also happen to be places where people of color are concentrated (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Location of Black Residents Compared to Location of High-Income Earners
*Source: PlanHillsborough.org. (2019). “Health Atlas.”
In 2015, FDOT was looking fund a tolled highway expansion project called the Tampa Bay
Express (TBX) in the MPO’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Members of the community
showed up to the TIP hearing in droves to protest the project, claiming that the TBX highway widening
proposal was just a continuation of destructive urban renewal policies of the past. A nonprofit
organization called the Sunshine Citizens and the Stop TBX Coalition successfully pushed FDOT to
implement a “Reset” on the project. FDOT transformed the project into Tampa Bay Next (TBNext) and
began work on a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) under the NEPA process which
required them to do more public involvement and outreach.
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In addition to the TBNext SEIS, a few of the more expensive transportation studies that are
being conducted today include a TECO Line Streetcar expansion study, several Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
proposals, and a Regional Transit Feasibility Plan (RTFP) funded by TBARTA which is looking at which big
regional public transit system to implement. The two most feasible projects within the RTFP include
passenger rail on the CSX railroad tracks, and a bus rapid transit (BRT) system that would have a
dedicated (possibly tolled) lane on I-275.
Although the streetcar was the primary mode of transportation in Tampa in the past, only 2.7
miles of that streetcar remain. Today, the TECO streetcar is the only rail transit in Hillsborough County.
This may soon change. At least 11 major studies since 1993 have looked at using the CSX tracks in Tampa
for passenger rail. In 2012 the City of Orlando led the charge with their commuter train on their CSX
tracks called SunRail. Meanwhile, a private company called Virgin Trains (formerly Brightline; they
merged with Virgin Group in November of 2018) is currently lobbying the leaders of Hillsborough County
and selling bonds to fund a similar expansion into Tampa. Several transportation hubs have been
proposed, and those plans are currently sitting on a shelf, waiting for funding.
HART is currently the major provider of public transportation in Hillsborough County. As of
October 2015, HART offered 34 fixed-route buses including paratransit services (HARTPlus), rapid transit
(MetroRapid), express routes, route deviation service (HARTFlex) and the TECO Line Streetcar System.
Sixty-three of 172 buses were FTA-funded cutaway buses and vans used for paratransit service. In
January 2017, HART saw a major drop in ridership, consistent with national public transportation
ridership trends. Their budget at that point was already incredibly small, so the ridership loss triggered a
system redesign. On October 8, 2017, HART implemented a comprehensive redesign called Mission
MAX. This redesign was conducted in compliance with Title VI and involved a Comprehensive Operations
Analysis (COA) to ensure that equity and productivity of routes was considered. Ultimately, about 20%
of the HART’s routes were cut by the end of the year (Johnson, 2017).
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HART will be receiving 45% of the referendum revenue annually. This effectively triples their
budget from the typical $70-80 million to about $206 million annually. HART also recently hired a new
CEO, Ben Limmer, who has stated that his top priority moving forward is customer service. In a March
25, 2019 interview with the Tampa Bay Times, Limmer said:
"As an agency, it is vitally important that we continuously exceed customer
expectations… HART is a customer-centric organization. We're going to be proactive,
we're going to think like our customers and build experiences for our customers from
their wants, needs and expectations, regardless of where they're located in the county."
(Johnson, 2019)
For now, Hillsborough County is car-centric, with over 80% of its population commuting in a car
alone (FDOT, 2015). As a result, the county ranks 12th in the nation (based on counties with populations
exceeding 1 million) for having the most traffic fatalities (Hillsborough MPO, 2012). In fact, according to
the May 2014 Smart Growth Report Deadly by Design, the Tampa Bay region has the highest pedestrian
fatality rate in the nation with 3.5 pedestrian fatalities per 100,000 residents (Johnson).
Those rates are likely stay high or even increase as the population of the county increases.
Today, Hillsborough County is the 4th most populated county in the State of Florida with about 6.7% of
the state’s population (Florida Office of Economic and Demographic Research, 2018). Hillsborough
County has approximately 1.38 million people, a median age of 37 years-old, and a 2.02% population
growth rate (DataUSA, 2019). The population is increasing by approximately 50,000 people per year
(Brass, 2018). As Hillsborough County grows, its population is rapidly diversifying. According to
PolicyLink’s Equity Atlas, Hillsborough County will be 70.5% people of color by 2050 (compared to
Pinellas County’s 50.2% by 2050 and the national average of 51.2% by 2050). Meanwhile, racial and
income inequality is high and persistent in the county, as it has been for decades.
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A draft report on poverty in Hillsborough County performed by Terry Eagan of the Hillsborough
MPO (2016) found that the poverty rate has remained relatively consistent between the 1970s and
2000s at around 15%. The report includes a spatial analysis of poverty to provide context to the
numbers. Around the 2000s, poverty spread from the downtown core northward. Eagan explains that a
variety of factors spurred this migration, including the demolition of large public housing projects and
gentrification in several core areas.
Hillsborough County residents are worried about gentrification. As part of the poverty report,
MPO staff performed an analysis of gentrification risk around the county. Using Portland, Oregon’s
Vulnerability Risk Analysis tool from their Gentrification and Displacement Study (Bates, 2013), they
assigned each Census Tract in the county a vulnerability score of 0 (minimal risk for gentrification) to 4
(very high risk for gentrification) (Figure 4). Census tracts near both downtown and around the
University area had a ranking of 3.
These are both areas near highwage employment centers with a
large number of rental units. Today,
they are also areas that are seeing a
lot of redevelopment investment by
private developers.

Figure 4. Vulnerability Risk Assessment Table Example
*Source: Eagan, Terry. (2017). Trends Report: Concentration of
Poverty 1970 – 2016.
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Development is booming in the county almost in tandem with population growth. More than
$13 billion in nonresidential and multifamily developments are either underway or are contracted to
begin by the year 2022 (Brass, 2018). Developments include the $3 billion Water Street Tampa
development in downtown Tampa, at least 10 new downtown high-rises, the Armature Works
development, several large Westshore projects including the $500 million Midtown Tampa, and more.
Finally, one of the most important factors that transportation agencies, political leadership and
developers alike must take into account is climate change and associated flooding, storm surge and sea
level rise. Rick Scott passed the Flood Peril Act of 2015, requiring Florida cities to considering flooding,
storm surge and sea level rise in their construction and reconstruction regulations and plans. In the past
67 years on record, Tampa Bay has
already seen 7 inches of sea level
rise, and The Tampa Bay Climate
Science Advisory Panel (CSAP) has
concluded that the region can expect
Figure 5. Population Below 5 ft in Hillsborough County

to see sea levels rise between 0.5 to

2.5 feet by 2050 (City of Tampa and Hillsborough Planning Commission, 2017). According to median
local sea level projections based on the intermediate low scenario from NOAA Technical Report NOS COOPS 083 (2017) intended for the 2018 U.S. National Climate Assessment, Hillsborough County can
expect to see 5-feet of rise by around 2100 in a “slow rise” scenario, and 5-feet of rise by 2070 in a “fast
rise” scenario.
Today, 33,789 people in Hillsborough County live in elevations at 5-feet or below (Figure 5). Of
those, 12,323 of those people are considered “medium social vulnerability” and 2,696 are considered
“high social vulnerability” according to a Climate Central sea level analysis tool (2019). Every property
along the Hillsborough River is at-risk, as well as downtown Tampa and every property along Tampa Bay.
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Furthermore, major employment centers such as MacDill Air Force Base and Tampa General Hospital are
at risk of going permanently underwater in the next 100 years, as are vital transportation facilities that
provide connection and evacuation routes from Pinellas to Hillsborough County include the Gandy
Bridge, the Howard Frankland Bridge, and the Courtney Campbell Causeway. All three of these major
facilities are vulnerable to storm surge and sea level rise as they are currently designed (Hillsborough
MPO, 2014).
Between rapid privately-funded development, sea level rise, climate change disaster
vulnerability, and the changing demographics of Hillsborough County, vulnerable frontline communities
are looking into a future of increased displacement, neglect and suffering. However, the opportunity to
ensure those communities are protected has become a serious possibility. Hillsborough County has
money from the sales tax referendum on the horizon, capable public agencies that are winning grants
and working together to find solutions to these problems, and a constantly changing narrative around
what good policies look like. Transportation planning has an important role to play to ensure that people
have access to jobs and economic opportunity, the ability to evacuate, and connectivity with one
another to facilitate the growth of social capital.

Part II: Plans Analysis
This part of the study identifies where and how the Mobility Equity Indicators (MEI) from
Chapter 4 are found in the primary transportation plans of five of the agencies that do the most
impactful transportation planning in Hillsborough County.
Methods
The agencies considered in this study include the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
with a focus on FDOT District 7, the Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO),
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Hillsborough County’s Public Works Division, the City of Tampa’s Transportation Engineering Division of
the Transportation and Stormwater Services Department, and the Hillsborough Area Regional Transit
public transportation authority (HART). These are the agencies in the county doing most of the
transportation planning, with the most funding and the most community impact.
The study took place between August 2018 and May 2019. Major plan updates are static for at
least five years, but some plans are frequently updated; for example, HART’s plan, the Transportation
Development Plan (TDP), has annual mandated updates. It is important to note that this is a snapshotin-time study, so any one of these areas may look different in upcoming years as plans are updated.
Some of the MEIs identified in Chapter 4 were not identified in any of the plans, such as the
affordability of different modes, and whether or not agencies and their staff work in silos. Also within
the analysis, special attention is paid to the goals of the plans, because goals guide the prioritization of
projects (Indicator 1); the extent to which accessibility is encouraged and land use is considered
(Indicator 2); the extent to which public involvement is used to build the plan and is included as a key
activity of the agency (Indicator 4); mode choice and whether or not single-occupant vehicles (SOVs) are
emphasized (Indicator 7); equity-related issues including jobs, housing, and health (Indicator 6); whether
or not equity performance measures are included in the plan and if those measures have specific
targets; (Indicator 8); finally, the source and prioritization of funding (Indicator 9).
Transportation agencies use a tool called a plan to guide their work. A plan is a document that
identifies the agency’s vision, and steps they might take to get to that vision. Some plans are mandated
for certain agencies, and others are not. Every transportation agency has at least one type of plan that is
usually mandated by the authority that is providing that agency with funding. For this analysis, only the
primary mandated plans from the agencies most involved in transportation planning in Hillsborough
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County will be analyzed. A total of five plans were analyzed from five of the most influential
transportation planning government agencies in Hillsborough County (Table 2).
Table 2. Primary Hillsborough County Long-Range Plans Related to Transportation
Agency

FDOT

Plan
Name

Florida
Department of
Transportation
(FDOT) Policy
Element

Year
Adopted

2015

Hillsborough
MPO
Hillsborough
MPO – Imagine
2040 Long
Range
Transportation
Plan
2008

Hillsborough
County
Unincorporated
Hillsborough
County
Comprehensive
Plan –
Transportation
Element
2014

City of Tampa

HART

City of Tampa
Comprehensive
Plan – Mobility
Element

Hillsborough
Area Regional
Transit –
Transportation
Development
Plan

2016

2017

This analysis looks at four different types of plans that are being utilized in Hillsborough County
to guide transportation development – a statewide plan, a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), a
transportation development plan (TDP) and two comprehensive plans. The United States federal
government requires every state department of transportation to create a statewide transportation
plan with a minimum 20-year horizon. MPOs are required by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) to create LRTPs that have minimum 20-year horizons and undergo a comprehensive update
process every five years. The primary purpose of an LRTP is to show how a region is prioritizing federal
funding. Cities and counties are required by the State of Florida to create comprehensive plans that have
20-year horizons and are supposed to be comprehensively updated every seven to ten years. The
purpose of the comprehensive plan is to manage development growth. Finally, all transit agencies in the
state of Florida are required by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) to create TDPs with a
10-year horizon and annual updates, plus a five-year major update.
All four types of plans are formatted to include goals, objectives and policies (GOPs) that identify
what the agency aims to do and how they expect to do it. Goals lay the foundation for all of the agency’s
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work because they identify the elements of their big-picture vision (Figure 6). Some examples of goals
related to equity could be to promote safety, to increase
access to jobs for communities of concern, or to improve
the quality of life of Communities of Concern. Objectives
then identify the performance measures and their
associated target. A strong objective utilizes the following
format: “We will increase access to jobs for communities
of concern by increasing the number of bus stops in
transportation disadvantaged communities (the
performance measure) by 3 bus stops per year (the target
increase) every year for ten years (target duration or
target date).” The more specific an objective is, the
stronger the objective. Finally, a strong policy will state a

Figure 6. Example GOPs from 2016
Tampa Comprehensive Plan

specific activity that the agency will do to reach those
targets. They might say for example, “To increase bus stops in transportation disadvantaged
communities, we will do a survey of existing bus stops and relocate bus stops on existing networks
where feasible.”
Project prioritization is one of the most important routine activities that a government agency
performs. Some agencies use a formula for prioritization that is based on their plan’s goals. Hence,
although the plan is just one tool in an agency’s toolbox that guides its daily operations, it is a very
important one. What ends up in an agency’s plan directly affects which projects ultimately get funded,
studied, and built.
In addition, although every planning agency has its own budget and creates its own plan, it is
important to understand that no project that uses federal dollars can move forward unless it is in the
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MPO’s LRTP, and most of the money that flows into the city and the county for transportation usually
does in fact come from the federal government. The MPO uses a formula based on the Long-Range
Transportation Plan’s GOPs to identify which projects get prioritization for federal funding. In other
words, the GOPs in the MPO’s LRTP affect the majority of transportation projects that are built
throughout the county, making it one of the most important transportation plans in Hillsborough
County.
The following systematic qualitative analysis takes a similar approach to Manaugh et al.’s 2015
study analyzing the extent that plans across countries, states, and government types consider equity. In
their study, researchers started with a quick “keyword in context” search of each plan to understand the
general importance of equity within the plans. They then did an analysis of whether and how multiple
aspects of equity were addressed, and whether or not objectives were measurable. Hence, for this part
of the study, the MEIs are separated into three analysis areas: the structure of the plan, areas of equity
identified, and measurement and targets.
Many reviews of how social equity is addressed in the plans and processes of various kinds of
transportation planning organizations across the country have focused on identifying if equity is stated
as a goal with accompanying objectives and policies (Manaugh et al.,2015; Martens and Golub, 2014;
Martens et al., 2012). Research has also focused on how agencies define equity and whether or not that
definition is included in plans (Bullard, 1994; Manaugh et al., 2015). In addition, an agency cannot
manage what they cannot measure. Researchers have often found that while an agency’s plans may
mention social equity, they rarely provide specific targets to measure progress towards those goals
(Karner and Niemeier, 2013; Manaugh et al.,2015).
The following analysis of the plans in Hillsborough County begins with two basic questions – if
equity is defined in the plan, and if equity is stated as goal and can be found in objectives and policies.
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The analysis then identifies performance areas in which equity is a factor (indicators like affordable
housing, access to jobs, human health, mode choice, and public participation), and identifies if there are
measurable targets under those performance areas and whether or not they go beyond single data
points like maps.
A table is used to display findings for each plan. If equity is identified as a specific goal, is
defined, and is explicitly mentioned in objectives and policies, that finding will be displayed under the
Plan Structure section of the table. Mode options, accessibility and key issue areas related to equity are
found under the Areas of Equity section. The targeted populations that are listed in the plan are also
included in this section because the operational definition of equity used in this study requires a plan to
target specific frontline communities. Finally, in the Measurement and Targets section of the table,
findings about equity performance measures and targets are listed, as well as whether or not spatial
analyses are utilized or named at any point in the plan.
An additional note – even if social equity is not explicitly stated, a plan may address social equity
by addressing factors that affect specific populations such as safety, mode choice, and resiliency. Hence,
when “somewhat” is written in a plan’s analysis table, that is because it may have policies that loosely
address one of these related issues.
Limitations
Plans can all look different because they usually do not have a specific template that they have
to follow; some plans do not even include GOPs. They also differ because there are many kinds of plans
that have different scopes and purposes. A single agency might have a short-range plan, a long-range
plan, a strategic plan, and a Title VI plan that are written as separate documents. Finally, plans are all
different because of the individuals involved in creating the plan, from staff and consultants, to elected
officials and board members, to the members of the public that are involved.
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In addition, all of the plans in this analysis were adopted in different years, with one plan being
over ten years old. Two of the plans analyzed were written and adopted nearly ten years apart. A lot of
federal legislation, societal shifts, other changes affecting GOPs can happen in ten years. Unfortunately,
all plans have different update schedules and there is no way to control for that. Related, a few of the
plans are currently undergoing their scheduled update, so conclusions drawn about existing plans will
very soon be outdated.
Finally, considering every agency uses different tools and all of those tools look different, a
review of an agency’s plan does not necessarily bring to light all of the ways that the agency is
addressing social equity. Agencies have many different guiding documents, studies, processes and
procedures. However, the agency’s long-range mandated plan – whether it be a comp plan, an LRTP, a
TDP, or other kind of plan – is the agency’s primary planning document. It is a good place to start an
analysis of how much an agency values an issue like social equity, and what they are doing to address it.
Results
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Policy Element
The United States federal government requires all states to have a long-range statewide
transportation plan with a minimum 20-year horizon in accordance with 23 CFR § 450.216. The FDOT
makes and carries out plans for interstate highways, state-owned local roads, and various modes of
transportation for the entire state of Florida. The Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) is the agency’s single
all-encompassing long-range statewide plan. Its current plan was adopted in 2015 and looks ahead to
2060. FDOT is currently in the process of updating their statewide transportation plan.
The FTP is made up of several elements. The Vision Element and the Policy Element are at the
core of the FTP, and they inform the project prioritization for the Implementation Element and the
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS). The SIS is essentially the major highway system and the bridges, major
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regional transit systems, airports and shipyards that they connect to. Goals, objectives and policies are
found in the Policy Element, so the following analysis looks primarily at that section of the FTP.
FDOT has a main office in Tallahassee, Florida and a total of seven district offices that oversee
geographic regions across the state. Hillsborough County is located in FDOT District 7, the West Central
Florida district. District 7 provides and coordinates their funding with the MPO and all the jurisdictions
within Hillsborough County, but they also have their own funding for improvements to state-owned
roads in the county and local elements of infrastructure that are part of the SIS. In particular, I-275, I-74,
I-4, the Howard Frankland Bridge, the Gandy Bridge, and all of the crosstown expressways are major
highways that are part of the SIS and are funded by FDOT. Projects like Tampa Bay Next (TBNext) are
FDOT-funded and implemented. Again, it is generally understood that the FTP guides the way that these
projects are prioritized.
Table 3. Results - FDOT 2015 Florida Transportation Plan
Plan
Florida
Department of
Transportation
(FDOT) Policy
Element
(Adopted 2015)

Plan Structure

Areas of Equity

Is Equity Defined?

Target Populations Listed

No

• Vulnerable and at-risk road users
• Public transportation users
• Users with limited mobility
• People who choose not to use a car, or are
unable to drive due to disability, income, or
age

Is Equity a Stated
Goal?
No

Equity in
Objectives?
Yes

Equity in Policies?
Yes

Equity in Terms
Search
0

Key Associated Issues
• Safety
• Providing multilingual signage
• Workforce development

Measurement
and Targets
Are Equity
Performance
Measures
Identified?
None

Are Equity
Objectives or
Policies
Measurable?
No

Yes (Goal 4)

Is There a
Spatial
Analysis?

Is Accessibility Promoted?

No

Are Mode Options Promoted?

Yes (Goal 6)
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The word “equity” is not found in the FTP’s Policy Element (nor in any of the other elements). In
the Policy Element, goals focus on several equity-related issues, including improving safety and security,
increasing mode choice, developing the transportation workforce, enhancing transportation’s affect on
public health, and conserving energy and protecting the environment.
None of these objectives identify where action will be focused, nor which populations will be
targeted. In addition, performance measures are difficult to pull out from the plan, and objectives are
not measurable nor specific. However, FDOT does recognize that they must “Expand the use of or create
additional performance measures” (page 35).
Nearly all of the goals in the plan contain something related to equity and targeted populations.
The goals with the most to say about the needs of the people are Goal 1 which is about safety, Goal 3
which is about ensuring reliable mobility for people and freight, Goal 4 which is about providing
transportation choices, and Goal 6 which is focused on providing a quality place for people to live, work,
and play. However, equity is not stated as a goal nor mentioned anywhere in the plan. Nowhere in the
plan does it indicate how they will measure which targeted communities end up with burdens and
benefits, and the plan contains no measurable performance targets.
Goal 6, “Transportation Solutions that Support Quality Places to Live, Learn, Work and Play,” is
important because it is about recognizing the fact that social context affects transportation planning,
and vice versa. The very first statement in the section states that “Transportation solutions should
reflect the context, needs, and values of our communities,” followed closely by, “Transportation
decisions can contribute to improved public health and access to opportunity” (p. 26). These statements
demonstrate that FDOT knows why social equity is important.
Furthermore, they recognize that affordability is an issue for a lot of Floridians:
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Transportation costs, combined with housing costs, are a key driver of whether Florida is
an affordable place to live. As we continue to confront chronic poverty and
unemployment, transportation can play a role creating access to opportunity for all our
residents (page 26).
The plan then provides some ideas for moving towards more equitable transportation:
coordinating land use and transportation planning, promoting active transportation to promote public
health, improving accessibility, encouraging community design, and reducing “the need for” road
expansions (p. 28). However, there are no measurable specifics of how these action items will be
implemented. Without performance measures, targets and timelines, it is difficult for anyone to hold
FDOT accountable for achieving these goals.
FDOT is working to be more multimodal in focus in accordance with federal acts. Under Goal 3,
“Efficient and Reliable Mobility for People and Freight,” one of the action items is to “Plan and develop
Florida’s infrastructure to better accommodate customers with limited mobility;” (p. 17). FDOT also
commits to “adapt infrastructure design and performance standards to emphasize person and freight
mobility rather than vehicle throughput” (p. 17) in this goal, which is a step towards changing the
transportation planning process to be less focused on SOVs.
Another topic that is brought up often in the plan is public participation. In Goal 4, “More
Transportation Choices for People and Freight,” FDOT states that demand from the public is what
motivated the agency to embrace multimodal transportation. It also mentions that “community visions”
are important as they work to create solutions. However, at no point does the plan outline public
participation goals or what public participation and “community visioning” looks like or what it should
look like in order to be effective.
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One of the FTP’s strengths is that it discusses the way demographics are changing and how that
affects transportation planning. In Goal 4, FDOT explains that 80% of employees in Florida commute to
work by driving alone in a car, then goes on to say that the demographics of the state are changing to “a
larger aging population; a growing younger technology-savvy population; and a growing foreign-born
population” (p. 18) who require access to non-SOV modes of transportation. This section then states
that “More options are needed for residents… who choose not to use a car, or are unable to drive due to
disability, income, or age” (p. 18). Under the heading “How Will We Get There?”, the only bullet point
that mentions who transportation choices are intended to benefit is the first bullet point, which states
that FDOT will work to increase the number of high-quality sidewalks that are compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Finally, in the last section that speaks to data and processes, it is
noted that the state’s population is becoming more diverse, pointing to “societal shifts in transportation
preferences and needs” (p. 21).
Although some equity-related themes are woven in throughout the plan, the overall focus is still
on freight travel, highways, and economic growth. In addition, the plan makes a lot of promises without
making any measurable commitments.
Hillsborough MPO: Imagine 2040 Long-Range Plan
Federal law requires all projects receiving federal funding to be in the local MPO’s Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP). Hence, nearly all transportation development projects in the county end up
being in the plan because the vast majority of projects use federal dollars, even when they have a local
match. As it is stated on the Hillsborough MPO’s 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) landing
page, “The Long Range Transportation Plan directs federal and state dollars towards projects we value”
(2019). Those values are stated as Goals in the plan, and they inform the formula that the MPO Board
uses to prioritize projects that are funded annually in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
LRTPs are updated every five years, and the plan must look ahead at least 20 years.
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The Hillsborough County LRTP looks ahead 25 years. The last LRTP update was adopted in 2014
and looked ahead to 2040. The MPO is currently undergoing its LRTP update process for a major update
that will be looking ahead to 2045. Major updates involve an intense citizen involvement process, input
from coordinating agencies and organizations, and many studies and calculations that inform the plan’s
vision.
Table 4. Results - Hillsborough MPO's Imagine 2040 Long-Range Plan
Plan

Plan Structure

Hillsborough
County –
Imagine 2040
Long Range
Transportation
Plan (Adopted
2014,
Amended
2018)

Is Equity Defined?

Target Populations Listed

No

• Transportation Disadvantaged
• Americans with disabilities
• Low-Income
• Minority

Is Equity a Stated
Goal?

Areas of Equity

No

Key Associated Issues
Equity in
Objectives?
Yes (safety, etc.)

Equity in Policies?
Yes (safety, etc.)

Equity in Terms
Search 0

• Safety (Goal 1)
• Environmental justice and reducing
emissions (Goal 3)
• Vulnerability reduction

Are Mode Options Promoted?
Yes (Performance measure: Real
Choices When Not Driving
Performance Measure)

Measurement and
Targets
Are Equity Objectives or
Policies Measurable?
No

Are Equity Performance
Measures Included with
Targets?
Yes

Is There A Spatial
Analysis?
Yes – two equity
performance measures using
spatial analysis were used to
create growth scenarios.

Is Accessibility Promoted?
Yes (Goal 6)

The word “equity” is not used in the entire 2040 LRTP, and economic growth dominates the
plan’s goals and performance measures. However, “Safety is the MPO’s top priority,” (p. 38) and the
word “safety” appears 41 times in the plan. Safety is Goal 1, and one of the primary performance
measures is to “Reduce Crashes & Vulnerability.” Promoting mode choice is also a top priority related to
equity in the 2040 LRTP. Another performance measure is called “Real Choices When Not Driving,” and
Goal 4 is to “Promote accessibility and mobility by increasing and improving multi-modal transportation
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choices, and the connectivity across and between modes, for people and freight.” These are the goals
and performance measures that consider social equity the most.
Two objectives address social equity directly. They are Objective 4.1 which aims to “Maximize
access to the transportation system and improve the mobility of the transportation disadvantaged” and
Objective 5.2 which aims to “Use appropriate planning and design criteria to promote community
cohesion and avoid or minimize negative impacts to residential neighborhoods.” Both objectives have
policies referencing a federal mandate (the ADA and environmental justice requirements).
The plan includes performance measures throughout its various growth scenarios and plan
options. To model growth scenarios, the following performance measures were incorporated:
•

Transit Level of Service (TLOS), a measure of the quality of service from the
passenger’s perspective, based on the frequency with which buses travel each road.

•

Number of residents and workers with access to excellent or good Pedestrian Level
of Service (PLOS) and Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) facilities (i.e., living or working
within ¼ mile).

•

Reduction of number of crashes.

•

Available Bus or Rail Service – Number of people and jobs located walking-distance
to bus stop.

•

Access to Jobs for Under-Employed Communities – Length of average home-to-work
trip and access to transit service running every 30 minutes.

Using public participation response data and scenarios developed using performance measure
formulas, the MPO Board voted on an Adopted Plan. They went with option 8b, a scenario predicated
on the assumption that a 1% sales tax would be implemented. Well over half of the money budgeted in
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the adopted plan is going to safety, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian projects. For the adopted plan,
performance measures are named, and specific targets are identified. Performance measures include:
•

Add Complete Streets and intersection safety projects on half of the 900 miles of major
roads with above-average crash rates.

•

Fill sidewalk gaps on at least one side and add lighting to all major roads. Outcome:
crashes reduced 21%-50%, similar to peer cities’ levels.

•

Trails/Sidepaths: add 240 miles to today’s 80-mile network. Outcome: wide paved trails
and sidepaths within walking-distance of 25% of residents. The total for this expenditure
would be approximately $385 million by 2040.

•

Transportation Disadvantaged (TD) Services: Sunshine Line services grow with senior
and disabled population growth outside the bus service area. This expenditure would be
approximately $20 million annually for a total of $627 million by 2040.

•

Add six new MetroRapid routes and 30+new or improved local/connecting routes
New or improved express bus routes (20+) and flex/circulator routes (18+).

•

Frequent bus service within walking distance of nearly half of people and jobs in
Hillsborough County, somewhat frequent service within walking distance of nearly twothirds or people and jobs within Hillsborough County.
Finally, it is worth

noting that the Bustling
Metropolitan Scenario – which
was one of the scenarios
preferred by the more than
3,500 survey respondents in

Figure 7. Bustling Metropolitan Scenario Survey Response Example
*Source: Hillsborough MPO, 2014, Imagine 2040 Long-Range Plan
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the county and is one of the scenarios that was utilized to build the Adopted Plan – considered social
equity to a greater extent than the other scenarios (Figure 7).
Unincorporated Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan 2025 – Transportation Element
The State of Florida requires all municipalities to have comprehensive plans. The goal of a
comprehensive plan is to manage economic and physical growth. These plans have elements pertaining
to things like land use and housing, and they usually have a transportation or mobility element.
Hillsborough County has three incorporated cities with their own comprehensive plans. The rest
of the county is called Unincorporated Hillsborough County and it has its own comprehensive plan.
Unincorporated Hillsborough County is home of 949,509 of the county’s 1,389,374-person population
(Tampa Hillsborough EDC, 2017). Comprehensive plans are rewritten every seven to 10 years, and they
look ahead 20 years. Unincorporated Hillsborough County’s current comprehensive was adopted in
2008 and looks ahead to 2025. It does have a Transportation Element, and it is currently at the point
that it should undergo a major update.
Table 5. Results - Unincorporated Hillsborough County's Comprehensive Plan
Unincorporated
Hillsborough
County
Comprehensive
Plan –
Transportation
Element
(Effective 2008)

Is Equity Defined?

Target Populations Listed

No

• Americans with disabilities
• Transit-dependent

Is Equity a Stated
Goal?
No

Equity in Objectives?
Somewhat (under
related issues)

Equity in Policies?
Somewhat (under
related issues)

No

Key Associated Issues
• Safety (Obj. 1.3)
• Public participation (Obj. 5.3)
• Neighborhood Preservation (Goal
5)

What are Equity
Performance
Measures?

Are Mode Options Promoted?

Is There A Spatial
Analysis?

Yes (Multiple Objectives focus on
non-SOV modes)

Is Accessibility Promoted?
Equity in Terms
Search
0

Are Equity Objectives
or Policies
Measurable?

Somewhat (Policy 2.1.4: [promote]
pedestrian-friendly, transit-friendly,
disability-friendly environments in
new development projects)

55

None

No

The primary consideration for all GOPs in the Transportation Element of this Comprehensive
Plan is the projected population and employment growth that is expected in Hillsborough County by the
horizon year of the plan, 2025. The first issue mentioned in the introduction of the element is traffic
congestion. The second issue mentioned is parking. Finally, public safety, followed by aesthetically
pleasing treatments of roads are named as guiding issues for the Transportation Element of the plan.
Following the introduction is a list of “considerations.” Out of five considerations, two are related to
economic growth (Growth Management and Economic Development), one is related to the
environment, (Environmental Conservation), and two are related to social welfare, (Neighborhood
Preservation and Citizen Participation).
The first objective of the
first goal outlines level of service
(LOS) guidelines and limits for
Hillsborough County roadways. It
is also notable that in the Capital
Improvements Element of the
Comprehensive Plan, which is the

Figure 8. LOS Table from Hillsborough Capital Improvement Element

element that outlines major projects that the county will be prioritizing, prioritization for transportation
projects is based on LOS scores alone (Figure 8).
Objective 1.3 is the first equity-related objective. It promises to “Improve transportation system
safety for all modes by reducing the countywide accident rate by at least 5%.” This is a decent objective
because it names a target (a decrease of 5%) and it can be assumed they mean to see that decrease by
the horizon date of the plan, 2025. Objectives ideally should contain performance measures and targets.
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Another objective that is related to equity issues is Objective 2.3 which is focused on the
transportation disadvantaged population of the county and providing ADA-accessible infrastructure and
services. This is the only objective in the comprehensive plan dedicated to a transportation
disadvantaged population in the county. This objective’s policies are focused on coordinating with other
agencies and groups that work on transportation disadvantaged issues, and on complying with existing
federal laws. One of the policies under this objective, however, actually looks at moving away from
equity. It recommends finding ways to reduce the cost of providing services to transportation
disadvantaged people “outside of the HART service area.” It says,
Policy 2.3.5: By December 31, 2008 and in consultation with affected stakeholders,
develop strategies to minimize the county’s cost of providing specialized transportation
to new facilities locating outside the HART service area that have a high percent of
clients who are transportation disadvantaged, such as new nursing homes, group
homes, and Adult Congregate Living Facilities.
To support multimodal options, the county has committed to working with various agencies like
HART and the MPO on the development and improvement of services and facilities and to encourage
ridership and use. Policy 3.1.4 states that the county will continue to provide at least 1% of the annual
transportation capital improvement budget to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and Policy 5.1.9
says that the county will consider recent accident history in project prioritization.
City of Tampa Comprehensive Plan – Transportation Element
The City of Tampa’s Comprehensive Plan won the APA’s Silver Level Standard for Sustaining
Places in 2016 for its major update adopted earlier that year. This update was in coordination with the
MPO’s LRTP update, as well as comprehensive plan updates for the three other incorporated cities in
Hillsborough County. The plan has a Mobility Element and looks ahead to the year 2040.
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Table 6. Results - City of Tampa's Comprehensive Plan
City of Tampa
Comprehensive
Plan – Mobility
Element (Adopted
January 7, 2016)

Is Equity Defined?

Target Populations Listed

No

• Americans with disabilities
• Transit-dependent (TD)
• Transportation
disadvantaged (definition
includes target populations
characterized by disability,
income, age, and their
proximity to amenities such
as jobs and healthcare)

Is Equity a Stated
Goal?
No

Equity in Objectives?
Yes

Equity in Policies?
Yes

Equity in Terms
Search
0

Key Associated Issues
• Safety (Goal 6)
• Neighborhood Livability
(Goal 4)
• Proactive Public
Involvement (Obj. 4.3)
• Lowering emissions (Obj.
5.1)

Are Mode Options
Promoted?
Yes (Goal 1; Goal 2; Goal 3)

Are Equity Objectives or
Policies Measurable?
No

What are Equity
Performance Measures?
• Level of access of the
transit system (MBY Policy
3.3.1)
• The amount of fixed-route
service available to TD riders
(MBY Policy 3.3.3)
• The amount of bike/ped
infrastructure available to TD
residents (MBY Policy 3.3.4)

Is There A Spatial
Analysis?
Somewhat (Objective 3.1,
provide Transit LOS “D” or
better fixed route transit
service at bus stops within
0.25 miles of 80% of homes
and businesses.)

Is Accessibility Promoted?
Yes (Goal 2)

Equity is not a stated goal, nor is the word used anywhere in the plan. However, two of the
plan’s guiding principles are, “A place that offers opportunity for its elderly and youth equally” and
“comprehensive high quality, affordable mass-transit system that moves people quickly and
conveniently.” Both of these guiding principles show that the city understands that it needs to be
intentional about planning transportation for a wide range of people, particularly those who need it
most. However, these principles are different than goals and are distinct from the plan’s GOPs, and it is
unclear how they inform policy.
Overall, the vision for Tampa’s future is very place-based. In the Vision chapter of the comp
plan, five neighborhood types are identified. Ultimately, the city’s vision is to direct growth and density
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to areas identified as Downtown, Urban, and High Intensity Urban. While many pages of the
comprehensive plan are dedicated to a conversation about the history of Tampa and the demographics
that make up Tampa today and will make up Tampa in the future, it is not clear how those
characteristics relate to subsequent policies. However, this focus on place-based growth does help the
city promote accessibility. In other words, by acknowledging the connection between land use and
transportation, the city can theoretically focus certain types of transportation development where it is
most needed.
This analysis is focused on the Mobility Element in the City of Tampa’s Comprehension Plan, but
because all the elements in the plan work together, it is worth noting that the word “equity” did turn up
in the terms search within the Housing Element. In the Housing Element, one of the sections of
Objectives and Policies is devoted to “Equity and Fair Housing.” This is important because one, it shows
that the City of Tampa does have “equity” in their vernacular, and two, because housing policy and
transportation policy are inextricably linked.
Another data point elsewhere in the comprehensive plan that is worth noting is in the
Recreation and Open Spaces Element. ROS Policy 1.7.5 states that the City of Tampa will “Include
accessibility for all (elderly, disabled, and economically disadvantaged others with special mobility
needs).” This is important both because it mentions the mobility needs of a certain population, and also
because they are naming populations that they intend to intentionally target for services – the elderly,
disabled, economically disadvantaged and individuals with special mobility needs.
The place in the Transportation Element where equity is considered most is in MBY Objective
3.3, which states that the City will “Continue participation to provide transit service for transitdependent and transportation disadvantaged (TD) populations.” It is primarily focused on complying
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
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In addition to safety and mode choice which have several related goals and objectives, public
participation is also one of the equity-related topics that is a recurring theme in Tampa’s comp plan.
MBY Objective 4.3 states that the City will provide opportunities for public input, and in fact, MBY Policy
4.3.1 states that the city will be “proactive” in its neighborhood involvement programs. Being proactive
is a step further than simply providing an opportunity for public input, as MBY Objective 4.3 states.
Outside of providing ADA compliant facilities, the Mobility Element of the comprehensive plan
does not relate goals, objectives or policies back to a targeted group or social characteristic within the
city. The closest to a spatial analysis that occurs in the plan is in MBY Objective 3.1, which states that the
City will “provide Transit LOS ‘D’ or better fixed route transit service at bus stops within 0.25 miles of
80% of homes and businesses.” This objective could be expanded to state that this LOS “D” will be
provided for fixed route transit service at bus stops within 0.25 miles of 80% of transportationdisadvantaged Census blocks” or something similar.
Hillsborough Area Regional Transit (HART) Transportation Development Plan
The FDOT requires all transit agencies in the state of Florida to have a transportation
development plan (TDP). Transit agencies, also called transit authorities, are generally recognized as
government agencies or public-benefit corporations that exist to plan and operate public transportation
services using public funds. TDPs in Florida are strategic long-range plans that look ahead 10 years. They
are updated annually with one major update every five years.
HART’s recent major TDP update was adopted in 2017. It is a very long document, 335 pages,
and it is set up as a strategic plan that is driven by quantitative and qualitative data. In fact, in the
Introduction the authors refer to the update as a “study” (page 1-2). Rule 14-73.001–Public
Transportation of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) says that, “The TDP shall be the applicant’s
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planning, development and operational guidance document to be used in developing the Transportation
Improvement Program and the Department’s Five-Year Work Program.”
Table 7. Results - HART's 2017 Transportation Development Plan
Hillsborough
Area Regional
Transit –
Transportation
Development
Plan (Adopted
September 2017,
Updated
September 2018)

Is Equity
Defined?
No

Is Equity a
Stated Goal?
No

Equity in
Objectives?
Yes

Equity in
Policies?
Yes

Equity in Terms
Search
2 (regarding a
stakeholder
response saying
that HART puts
too much focus
on equity, p. 6-35)

Target Populations Listed
• Older adults
• Youth
• Households that are lowincome
• Households that have no
vehicles.
• Transit-dependent households

Key Associated Issues
• Affordability of services
• Affordable housing coordinated
with transit
• Safety
• Health
• Public Participation
• Accessibility of technology

Are Mode Options Promoted?
Somewhat (Goal 5; Obj. Prioritize
multimodal accommodation)

Is Accessibility Promoted?
Yes (Goal 2)

Are Equity Objectives or
Policies Measurable?
Somewhat (baselines have been
set and are routinely measured;
however, targets have not been
set)

What are Equity Performance
Measures?
Performance measures identify
rider demographics, rider
preferences, rider needs, and
other outcome-oriented data.

Is There A Spatial Analysis?
Yes (maps showing relationship
between location of HART
routes and location of target
populations, page 2-18 to 2-23;
maps showing location of
HART’s traditional market in
relationship to location of HART
services to identify transitoriented Census Blocks, page 96).

TDPs have a strict checklist of figures and sections that must be included. Some of those
requirements that provide information on social equity include socioeconomic trends, the agency’s
Public Involvement Plan (PIP), and a description of a monitoring program to track performance
HART’s TDP is set up much differently than the LRTP and comp plans. It goes deep into
background data about the community, the existing conditions of the transit system, transit accessibility
and travel behavior, and findings from their public outreach process to justify its GOPs. A discussion on
baseline conditions spans over 30 pages, with eight of those pages dedicated to understanding the
baseline conditions of the transportation disadvantaged (TD) community. The section just after that is
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an 18-page discussion on accessibility, complete with charts and tables comparing the ethnicities of bus
users, the modes people use to access bus stops, and more.
While there is a lot of great information, the plan is redundant at times and has so much
information it can be difficult to sift through it all. For example, the plan outlines goals, mission, vision,
and guiding principles – these are all very similar concepts and it is unclear how each one relates back to
the agency’s processes and activities. In addition, the plan does not list “Policies” under its Goals and
Objectives like the other plans do. Overall, the layout of the plan does not have a particularly logical
flow.
Unlike many plans in which performance measures can be
difficult to pull out, HART’s TDP has an entire Performance Review
Section. It measures performance in three different ways:
identifying trends over a six-year period, identifying key
performance indicator (KPI) trends, and quality of service trends
based on rider surveys. Through these three performance measure
types, HART collects data on both its outputs, and community
outcomes.
Rider surveys and other public outreach iniatives are used to
understand outcomes. Meanwhile, the agency’s key performance

Figure 9. Key Performance
Indicators in HART's 2017 TDP

indicators (KPIs) which directly inform its GOPs (page 5-6) are all focused on outputs. In addition, none
of those KIPs are directly related to social equity (Figure 9).
HART’s TDP collects many different kinds of data and sets baselines for things like the location
and ridership of transportation disadvantaged populations and the income levels served. However, they
did not set specific targets that they will be striving to meet by a certain date.
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One of the strengths of HART’s TDP is that at least five different rider surveys were considered in
the plan, going as far back as 2009. In addition, multiple public feedback mechanisms were used,
including discussion groups, workshops, targeted discussions, and gathering data on social media. Both
through discussion and via survey, HART made sure to talk to an array of citizens including targeted
stakeholders, riders, and bus operators in the creation of this plan.
In the surveys, they ask for ideas about how to make service better, and about people’s
attitudes towards various elements of the service. One of the only questions that asked participants
their opinion on providing service to a targeted population asked, “Would you like HART to reduce bus
coverage in sparsely populated/low ridership areas to have fast, frequent, and reliable bus service in
densely populated/high ridership areas?” (page 6-21).
In their ridership survey performance measure data, HART tracks the age, ethnicity, and income
level of their riders. HART’s primary ridership as of today are those with lower incomes, and 52% are
African-American. This is important data when considering that Hillsborough County is only 17.7%
African-American according to 2016 American Community Survey Data. This is great horizontal equity
data, but what they choose to do with that data could be a step towards vertical equity. HART noted:
Considering that two-thirds of HART riders are from households earning under $25,000
per year, the HART rider base is still overwhelmingly represented by low-income
populations. Furthermore, many of these households comprise minority individuals; for
instance, more than 50 percent are African American. This distribution indicates that a
strong ridership base exists and will continue to use HART going forward, especially
when considering how the most recent survey results show that roughly 70 percent of
the riders use HART to travel to work.
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They also collect data on why people ride HART. One theme that emerged through the outreach
efforts was that “economics” (page 5-9) is the number one reason people ride the bust, and a need for
HART to provide bus service connection between jobs and urban neighborhoods was a theme that
emerged regarding how HART service can improve. This is important outcome-oriented data to
understand why the service is important and how it can be better. The following theme emerged that
really summarizes the relationship between residents and their transportation options:
… many residents within the county agreed that driving was their only mobility option,
indicating a clear lack of reliable and convenient travel alternatives. In contrast, there
exists a significant desire for improved transit service, an openness towards light rail for
the region, and agreement on the need for new funding sources for transit and
transportation. (page 6-2)
Additional questions, however, could have also asked about ADA compliance and customer
service. In an interview with the new HART CEO Ben Limmer, a wheelchair-bound veteran called in to
report that he had been repeatedly mistreated by bus operators who refused to touch his wheelchair to
assist him in getting onto the bus. More data on issues like this could be collected (Kinane, 2019).
In one web-based survey pushed
out primarily through HART’s newsletter
email list that receive 414 responses
called “Phase II Public Input Survey,” the
majority of respondents were not
individuals earning the income of their
average rider (Figure 10). In another
Figure 10. HART 2017 TDP, Income Level of Survey
Respondents

public feedback process called Phase III
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Grassroots Outreach Efforts, specific stakeholders were engaged who also may not represent the true
needs and opinions of HART bus riders, including former County Commissioners Mark Sharpe and Ed
Turanchik. They were asked questions in face-to-face conversation. One-on-one conversations are a
public engagement strategy that gain the most valuable granular data about a person’s experiences and
opinions, and should be employed when engaging riders more so than elected officials.
Unfortunately, like the Unincorporated Hillsborough County comp plan, one of the comments
referenced in the plan proposes that equity is actually not important in the transportation development
process.
A few stakeholders believe that HART should focus some resources solely on
performance improvement and not let this goal be restrained by equity concerns.
Stakeholders mentioned that there should be a variety of innovative services deployed
in the coming years that can preserve the equity component of the system while
allowing other resources to be reallocated toward improving efficiencies in the network
core. Page 6-35.
HART, however, is very conscientious of social equity throughout the plan. In the eight-page
section dedicated to Transportation Disadvantaged populations, they map out the spatial relationship
between the location of HART routes and the location of target populations. They also take extra steps
by forecasting the increase in the TD population of the county in the future and the difference in the
demographics of ridership over time (Figure 11).

Figure 11. Forecast Increase in Hillsborough’s Transportation
Disadvantaged Population
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Finally, in the section of the plan in which HART identifies its alternative funding scenarios and
its chosen adopted plan, equity comes into play in several ways. First, they identify evaluation measures
and weigh them; two of the measures, “Community Support” and “Transit Markets” receive a 35%
weight and a 20% weight, respectively. Community support means that the option has high community
support according to the public participation process, and Transit Markets are scenarios that cater to
traditional ridership,
which refers to transitdependent populations.
They provide a map of
their ideal transit service
area by 2027 that includes
these equity
considerations (Figure
12).

Figure 12. Ideal Transit System in HART's 2017 TDP
However, funding potential, with a weight of 30%, ultimately had more influence on which

routes were to be funded in the adopted plan. This plan came out right before Mission MAX was
executed and it was used to inform which routes were ultimately cut. In the discussion of how priorities
were used to create the adopted plan, HART says that,
Consistent with the community’s vision for HART services, high-frequency service in high
density/high ridership areas was identified as the top priority for HART, followed by fast
connections between major local hubs. In developing the funded TDP and the
corresponding implementation plan, these priorities will be balanced with the funding
realities to determine to what degree that community vision can be realized over the
next decade. (page 11-8)
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HART’s TDP goes deeper than any other transportation plan to identify social equity issues, and
to identify the relationship between those issues and the services they provide. Some other areas that
equity is considered in the TDP include a concern over the accessibility of ride-hailing technology like
Uber and Lyft, and a need to improve ADA compliance on fixed-route bus stops, including bus stop
landing pads, sidewalk connections, and safe intersection crossings.
Discussion
This analysis was difficult because there was a general lack of a commitment to social equity in
these plans. Even in HART’s TDP, which was full of social equity-related data, did not mention social
equity in an intentional way. None of the plans stated that equity is a goal, and none of the plans
defined equity. While every plan did identify issues related to equity such as safety, health, and
resiliency in policies and objectives, those policies and objectives may not have an influence over
outcomes because performance measures and performance targets were often not defined. The only
plans that took equity (somewhat) seriously in its performance measures were the Hillsborough MPO’s
LRTP and HART’s TDP.
In addition, the issues related to equity mentioned in the plans were mostly mandated by the
state or federal government. For example, there is a minimum amount of public participation required
by the 1962 Federal Aid Highway Act, a minimum amount of multimodal transportation and safety
considerations mandated by the USDOT, and a minimum amount of consideration for people with
disabilities required by the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Florida Commission for the
Transportation Disadvantaged. Considerations for safety are required by FDOT’s Strategic Highway
Safety Plan, updated in 2016.
When comparing plans to one another, HART’s TDP considers equity the most and takes the
most time to describe exactly what they are doing to provide service to marginalized target populations,
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followed by the MPO LRTP, followed by the FDOT TDP which has many insightful things to say about the
social context in which they are working, but not much to say about what specifically they are doing
about it. The City of Tampa’s comprehensive plan was updated relatively recently, and it mentions social
responsibility throughout the plan. The Unincorporated Hillsborough County comprehensive plan is
much older, and had the least to say about social equity.
Two of the plans actually reference equity in a negative way. HART’s TDP mentions that
stakeholders do not want HART to consider equity in its plans and policies as much as they currently do
(TDP, 2017, p. 6-35), and in the Unincorporated Hillsborough County comp plan, it was suggested that
the Board of County Commission work to minimize funding for services for transportation disadvantaged
populations living outside of the HART service area (Hillsborough County Board of County
Commissioners, 2008, p. 142).
One of the most significant findings from this analysis is related to Indicator 9: Funding Source.
Funding is the ultimate determinant of project prioritization. All of the plans prioritize funding based on
cost efficiency to maximize a return on investment. Hence, all of the plans are heavily focused on roads
because road and highway funding has historically been easier to access than funding for non-roads
projects. Roadway funding goes to widening, resurfacing, restructuring and redesigning (through
Complete Streets, for example), bridge maintenance, and new roadway construction. Part of the reason
for that is that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the entity that top authorizes federal
dollars flowing into local jurisdictions for most of their transportation planning. The FHWA is just that – a
highway administration. Throughout the department’s history, they have been primarily responsible for
overseeing the construction of roads and highways, and for most of that time period there were no
social justice rules or regulations to consider.
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Although road and highway funding has historically been easier to access than funding for
transit projects, that trend may be at a turning point. Signs point towards de-emphasizing SOVs, which is
equity Indicator 7. As the County noted in the 2008 comprehensive plan,
Raising revenue for the construction of roadway improvements is one of the largest
fiscal challenges of Hillsborough County. Federal, state, county, and local transportation
programs are heavily supported by taxing the user. These user taxes include motor fuel
taxes, motor vehicle license fees, and revenue bonds secured by tolls or a pledge of
county motor fuel taxes.
The MPO generates multiple funding scenarios that combine public preference with potential
sources of funding. According to the 2040 LRTP, the amount of funding flowing into the county to
accomplish the county’s priorities is “well short of the funding needed to address the transportation
deficiencies that were identified in Chapter 3 and the projected population growth” (Hillsborough MPO,
2014, p. 154). Incidentally, the Cost Feasible Plan shows that with its implementation, the county can
expect poor outcomes, such as unbearable traffic congestion. As a result funding shortfalls year after
year, public feedback and other trends, a shift may be happening away from road widening as the
primary strategy for addressing mobility and congestion.
The MPO’s LRTP, the Board of County Commission’s Unincorporated Hillsborough County comp
plan, the City of Tampa Comp Plan, and FDOT’s TDP all referenced a move away from road widening.
MPO LRTP Policy 5.2E states that the MPO will “avoid road construction or widening projects that will
isolate or disrupt established neighborhoods and business districts.” Unincorporated Hillsborough
County’s comp plan Objective 5.1 states that it will “Carefully review all proposed new road projects,
road widening, and other improvements with respect to residential and commercial neighborhoods and
environmentally sensitive land so as to minimize adverse impacts thereupon.” On page 12 of the FTP,
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FDOT states that they will be “expanding from our traditional focus on highways to encompass all
modes” and will be working to “adapt infrastructure design and performance standards to emphasize
person and freight mobility rather than vehicle throughput” (p. 17). Finally, the City of Tampa’s MBY
Objective 4.2 states that the City of Tampa will “Minimize impacts of roadway widening projects and
ensure compatibility with environmentally sensitive lands and residential and commercial
neighborhoods.” The following statement from page 49 of the City of Tampa comprehensive plan is also
significant because it recognizes the need for a change that is “less disruptive” and recognizes that
endless roadway expansion does not necessarily reduce traffic.
Dominated by an auto-centric transportation system, the City needs a more balanced,
less disruptive way to move people to and through downtown Tampa. Despite
significant investments to expand the Interstate system, Tampa still suffers from chronic
peak period congestion.
All of the plans, including the oldest plan from 2008, indicate that a shift is happening towards
better collaboration, more mode options, and more careful consideration of the effects of
transportation planning. Overall, however, while many of the MEIs are present in the plans, many of
them are mandated to be there and do not go above and beyond minimum requirements, while some
plans mention MEIs but do not state targeted communities. Safety is important to strive for, but safety
for whom? All of the plans do identify at least a few target communities, but not in relation to specific
actions that will be taken, nor how actions will affect those targeted communities. This is the biggest
equity shortcoming of all, considering the approach to equity utilized by this study is restorative,
meaning a move to equalize the burdens and benefits of transportation infrastructure and services.
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Part III: Stakeholder Interviews
While Part II of this study analyzes the primary planning documents in Hillsborough County, this
section utilizes face-to-face interviews with ten key Hillsborough County stakeholders in order to
understand the realities of how transportation planning has been, and is being carried out, and some of
the outcomes of past planning efforts.
Methods
Data Collection
For this part of the study, ten interviews were conducted, five with representatives of the
agencies that do the most impactful transportation planning in the county, and five with representatives
of some of the most transportation disadvantaged communities in Hillsborough County.
The five agencies represented in this part of the study are the same that were represented in
Part I. They include the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) with a focus on FDOT District 7, the
Hillsborough Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Hillsborough County’s Public Works Division,
the City of Tampa’s Transportation Engineering Division of the Transportation and Stormwater Services
Department, and the Hillsborough Area Regional Transit Authority (HART).
The five disadvantaged communities analyzed include East Tampa (represented by a lifelong
resident and respected East Tampa activist), West Tampa (representative by a founding member of the
West Tampa Community Revitalization Area’s [CRA] Citizen Advisory Committee [CAC]), the
unincorporated town of Wimauma (represented by the nonprofit Enterprising Latinas), countywide lowincome people of color (represented by the nonprofit Hillsborough Organization for Progress & Equality
[HOPE]), and the county’s houseless population (represented by the nonprofit WellBuilt Bikes).
Staff interviews with the agencies listed above were conducted in order to understand the
transportation planning processes in Hillsborough County. They were identified through the researcher’s
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personal connections and relationships in the transportation planning field. In order to be considered,
they had to be full-time staff members in positions not too high up (e.g. no Directors) nor too low (e.g.
no interns) in the agency, over 18 years old, fluent in English, and they had to have worked at their
agency for at least one year. They also had to have a working knowledge of the overall transportation
planning and prioritization processes used by their agency.

Figure 13. Hillsborough County's Communities of Concern
*Source: Hillsborough MPO, 2018, Nondiscrimination Plan
To understand transportation planning outcomes, interviews were conducted with individuals
representing five organizations chosen for their engagement in transportation issues and their body of
work on behalf of some of Tampa’s most historically significant frontline communities (Table 8). They
were also identified through the interviewer’s personal connections and relationships within the
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activism and nonprofit community. Finally, they were chosen based on whether or not they represent
Communities of Concern, identified in Hillsborough County’s 2013 Transportation Disadvantaged Service
Plan (Figure 13).
Table 8. Community Interview Participants
Frontline
Community

East Tampa

West Tampa

Wimauma

Representative
Organization
Name and
Type

NAACP

Enterprising
Latinas, 501c3

Participant
Name

Connie
Burton

West Tampa
Community
Redevelopment
Area Citizen
Advisory Committee
(CRA CAC)
Walter Smith II

Role/Title

Longtime
resident
and wellknown
community
activist

Member of the
West Tampa CRA
CAC; also a longtime
resident and
community activist

Santos
Morales and
Amanda
Osorio
Project
Manager of
the
Enterprising
Latina’s Arriba
Bus project

Low-Income
Communities
of Color
Hillsborough
Organization
for Progress
and Equality
(HOPE),
501c3
Anonymous

HOPE
Organizer
during Late
Night Bus
Service
Campaign

Houseless
Population
WellBuilt
Bikes, 501c3

Jon Dengler

WellBuilt
Bikes
Executive
Director

Interviews were conducted using a blend of in-depth and semi-structured techniques. Semistructured techniques were used to gather information about MEIs while an in-depth approach was
taken to probe more deeply into the experiences of the participants. Although interviews were informal
with topics of conversation building off of one another, the interviewer used a list of interview questions
built around the nine MEIs identified in Chapter 4 in order to facilitate the conversation to ensure that
each of the MEIs were touched upon.
Limitations
Semi-structured in-depth interviews are best performed face-to-face, but they can also be
performed over the phone. Two interviews in this study were performed over the phone due to the
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participant’s location or work schedule, and eight were performed in-person at a location of the
participant’s choosing. Phone interviews are challenging in semi-formal in-depth interviews because a
rapport must be built between the interviewer and interviewee throughout the interview which is
difficult to do without eye contact and body language.
In addition, the interviews did not control for the length of time that the participant has worked
at their agency or with the community they were representing. Some participants only worked for their
agency or organization for one or two years, while others worked for their agency or organization for
over thirty years. When looking at the transportation planning process, a future study might compare
the values and perspectives of newer employees to those of employees who worked in the agency since
at least 1991, the year that ISTEA was signed into law.
In order to better understand the outcomes of transportation planning and policy, a more
systematic way of choosing communities would benefit future research. For example, one way to get
more information about the outcomes of transportation planning would be to interview representatives
from each of the communities of concern identified by the Hillsborough MPO instead of only a few.
Finally, only one or two individuals were interviewed from each of the five transportation
planning agencies in the county. There are more jurisdictions in the region, including Temple Terrace
and Plant City, that also work on transportation planning. There are also other types of institutions that
work on transportation planning, such as the Tampa Bay Area Regional Transit Authority (TBARTA) and
the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR). A larger sample of represented agencies and
organizations, and more individuals from those agencies and institutions would provide richer data on
how equity is being defining and addressed in the county.
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Analysis
The method of systematic analysis used in this study is a thematic analysis based on the MEIs
outlined in Chapter 4. Questions were facilitated in a way that would allow participants to touch upon
those MEIs. By structuring the interviews in that way, patterns related to each of the MEIs easily
emerged. Themes and notable data about these indicators or about new indicators were summarized
immediately following the interview. Interviews were then transcribed and organized into a Word
Document for analysis. All ten interviews were put into a master document. An initial coding process
took place during a slow and intentional readthrough of the interviews. Quotes and passages were
highlighted using the “New Comment” feature under the “Review” tab, and codes were assigned to each
quote off to the side of the document. Codes were listed and tracked in a separate word document for
reference. Memos about emerging themes were recorded on a separate document as well. After coding
the entire document, all of the staff interviews and their codes were copy/pasted into a separate
document called “Staff” and all of the community interviews and their codes were copy pasted into a
separate document called “Community.” This allowed three different analyses: one analysis of equity in
processes alone (staff), one analysis of equity in outcomes alone (community), and one analysis looking
for overlapping themes and ideas to compare and contrast. To aid in the analyses, three reports were
generated using the “Macros” tool under the “View” tab. Using the “ExtractCommentsToNewDoc”
Macro tool (Fredborg, 2007), a summary of all of the quotes, their associated codes, and other data such
as the page number and line number were exported to a table in a new document. That table was
copy/pasted into an excel sheet where the codes were sorted A-Z in order to make them easier to
analyze. The results and discussion are based on themes and key data that emerged from both the Excel
sheet and the Memos.
In addition to a thematic analysis of MEIs, a strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
(SWOT) analysis was performed for both staff and community interviews, and an additional Indicator
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was added to the staff interview questions and codes called “Staff.” The Staff Indicator draws from
Norman Krumholz’s experiences overhauling the staff of his planning department and emphasizing their
skills, passions, and power to influence the decision-makers as important to addressing social equity.
Results
Staff Interviews: Processes
Table 9. Results of Staff Interviews: Equity in Hillsborough County Transportation Planning
Code Type
Indicator 1:
Prioritizing Equity

Indicator 2:
Emphasizing
Accessibility

Indicator 3:
Collaborative
Decision-Making

Indicator 4: Inclusive
Public Involvement

Indicator 5:
Affordability

Indictor 6: Housing
and Jobs

Codes

Examples

Culture, Equity definition,
Prioritization, “Why focus on
equity,” Formula, Safety,
Balance, Mayor power, Who
makes the decision, “Who we
build for”

HART: “We just did the, our Title VI report. And give me a
second here I’m trying to pull it up and see if we have an
official definition in there. um what I believe we use simply
[here]… I don’t think we have a specific definition.”

Accessibility, Community
challenge – mobility, Materials in
other languages, “Who we build
for,” PD&E, Land Use

Representation,
Partnership/Coordination, Silos,
Working with the MPO

Organizing, Target populations,
Public Participation, People
Power, Customer service,
Working with the MPO

MPO: “I think mobility that works for everyone is definitely
one of the soundbites that you’ll hear a lot.”
FDOT: “If we’re you know trying to get input from a specific
type of community or a specific area, maybe we’ll pick a
venue that’s viewed as more accessible.”
BOCC: “Have enough funding to be able to create programs
specific to those three sectors and look at transportation and
land use together.”
BOCC: “I’ll tell you this. A committee cannot be just looked
at as equity in transportation. It can be equity in housing or
equity in jobs. It is all of the above.”
HART: “I think we have an extremely diverse agency. We
have people of all age, race, gender, that represent at the
top from our Chiefs.”
MPO: “too many voices can kind of crowd out the wants.
The protest against TBX I think was successful because it was
a short list of demands.”
HART: “If people make a complaint at a Board meeting, I
even more so will, you can guarantee it will be reviewed.”
MPO: “Seems like even over the past two years we’ve been
very overtly focused on making transportation more
affordable.”

Displacement, Community
challenge – income/jobs

MPO: “Regular people who work blue collars jobs cannot
afford to pay an addition toll to travel.”
HART: “Providing connectivity to these populations for them
to get to jobs that they might not, jobs and daily activities
that they might not otherwise be able to.”

Gentrification, Community
challenge – income/jobs,
Housing intersection,
Displacement

BOCC: “So we have to set a larger framework and larger
policy on how we meet the larger goal in terms of quality of
life rather than just transportation, jobs, or homelessness or
one thing. It’s all of the above that creates equity.”
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Table 9. (Continued)
Indicator 7: Mode
Choice

Indicator 8:
Measurement

Indicator 9: Funding
Source

Krumholz: Staff

Weakness/Threat

Strength/Opportunity

Prioritization, Formula, More
cars, Bike/transit staff v.
community

COT: “We don’t want to just put a bike lane in because you
know it’s needed. Some streets are probably going to
prioritize cars more.”

Spatial measure, Map, Tool,
Performance indicator, Qual v.
Quant

Underfunded, Where funding
comes from, Working with the
MPO

Staff power, Silos, Long-term
staff, Consultants, Working with
the MPO, Staff organization,
Specific staff challenge, Mayor
power

Not knowing the rules, Not good,
“Doesn’t mean we can’t do it”,
Required by law, Community,
challenge – income/jobs,
Community challenge – mobility,
“Not our job”, Selfcongratulatory, Specific staff
challenge, Unhappy people, “As
needed,” Privatization,
Inaccurate public perspective,
Roundabouts, Displacement,
“What do we get out of it?”,
Manipulation, Bike/transit staff
v. community, Complexity
Mandatory, Regulation
requirement, Consequence
(Punitive), Referendum, Evolving,
Good, People Power, Proposed
solution, Staff power,
Partnership, Lesson, Incentives

77

MPO: “There was a widening project in South County that
just moved forward and we were against it.”
HART: “we look at minority populations within our service
area, low-income household makeup um of our service area,
limited English proficiency of our, within our service area
and that service area is defined as essentially we lay all of
our routes on the map and then put a 3/4 mile buffer around
every route and that’s our service area.”
Tools:
BOCC: Big Data, PLAT process, PD&E manual
COT: “GIS database of every past plan we’ve ever done”, GIS
heat maps
FDOT: ETDM, sociocultural data report, environmental
screening tool
HART: T-BEST, Remix, excel, net promoter score
MPO: Tampa Bay Regional Planning Model (TBRPM), Health
in All Policies, multimodal LOS update, staff climate survey
BOCC: “So post-concurrency they’re not required to make
capacity projects… it’s a pay and go system.”
HART: “Let’s face it HART until the referendum passed was
just an absurdly underfunded agency compared to like-size
metro areas.”
COT: “during my interview one of the questions was like how
would you plan and prioritize projects and one of the things I
initially said was well you need to have an equitable plan.”
MPO: “The people who I know the best working at the MPO
are probably strong advocates and allies of a more vertical
equity.”
FDOT: “There is such a thing as like, too much public
involvement in that way.”
FDOT: “With MAP-21 performance measures, there’s no
best practice or rules. Everyone’s just doing the best they
can to comply.”
MPO: “The problem is that planning is dominated by
individuals that come from a very small or represent a very
small segment of the population.”

FDOT: “We are I think moving in a better direction with
maybe systematically trying to use the right types of public
involvement techniques for the projects where it’s needed.”
FDOT: “Yes a project, well a project can be stopped. Stopped
if there a huge amount of public controversy.”

Community Interviews: Outcomes
Table 10. Results of Community Interviews: Equity in Hillsborough County Transportation Planning
Code Type
Indicator 1:
Prioritizing Equity
Indicator 2:
Emphasizing
Accessibility

Codes

Examples

Equity definition, “Why
focus on equity”

East Tampa: “What it does to your community is culturally destroy
any remembrance of our historical relationship in this city.”

Community challenge –
mobility, Accessibility

East Tampa: “Cars we really need cars to get to the places of impact
you know if somebody wants to get a job at Amazon in East Tampa
they would have to ride the bus like two hours before their shift
and be prepared to walk at least ten to fifteen blocks to get to their
job.”
West Tampa: “We really don’t have very good connectivity, hence
the need for cars, for more cars.”

Indicator 3:
Collaborative
Decision-Making

Indicator 4: Inclusive
Public Involvement

Indicator 5:
Affordability

Representation,
Partnership, People power

Representation,
Partnership, Organizing,
Target populations, Public
Participation, People
Power

Segregation, Gentrification,
Displacement, Community
challenge – income/jobs

WellBuilt Bikes: “So we’re trying to… provide reliable transportation
to those in our city that need it. It will make the whole city spreadout more accessible and connected to everybody.”
West Tampa: “Now we have a strategic action plan that was
determined and decided upon by the people. By the people who
were chosen as representatives from this community speak in their
behalf, we go back to our people, talk with them, they tell us what
they want.”
HOPE: “So, I think that, and you know we get new commissioners
that don’t know us yet so they’re getting to know who we are and
where we play.”
East Tampa: “We make a strong demand of services not based on
this thing where I’m at the table and you’re gonna do what you
want no, I’m at the table and I’m demanding power to get what we
need.”
HOPE: “Oh that’s another thing we train people to be organizers.
It’s not easy work.”
West Tampa: “You’re looking at a house that’s 1,500 square feet for
$500,000… in a neighborhood where the average cost of a house is
no more than $100,000. That is not inclusive, that doesn’t work.
And it is an implication, an indicator, that the effort is to push out.
Not necessarily to beautify, to make look better, but to price out
and to push out.”
HOPE: “We’ve worked on the bus issue to extend late night bus
service. The majority of people that are impacted by that are people
who have to get to and from jobs at night or get off jobs late. So
typically, those are people with lower incomes.”

Indicator 6: Housing
and Jobs
Indicator 7: Mode
Choice

Gentrification, Community
challenge – income/jobs,
Housing intersection,
Displacement
Mode choice, More cars,
Bike/transit staff v.
community

WellBuilt Bikes: “Our repair fees are always below market prices.”
West Tampa: “So they can’t participate in the same things, all the
time… it’s not just because they don’t make enough money, it’s
because they can’t even get to a job, so they can make money.”
East Tampa: “Black people been riding as a mode transportation
and more and more people is on bikes based on inability to pay
insurance, car repairs or just for exercise purposes. And so bikes
and biking ain’t new to us we been doing it.”
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Table 10. (Continued)
Indicator 8:
Measurement

Survey

Indicator 9: Funding
Source

Funding

Weakness/Threat

Not good, Segregation,
Gentrification, Community
challenge – income/jobs,
Community challenge –
mobility, Unhappy people,
Inaccurate public
perspective, Roundabouts,
Displacement, “What do
we get out of it?”,
Manipulation, Bike/transit
staff v. community

Strength/Opportunity Good, People Power,
Proposed solution,
Partnership, Lesson

Wimauma: “Three years ago so prior to me getting here the
organization did a community survey to learn about some of the
challenges that the community’s having… Transportation came at
like almost at the top.”
Wimauma: “HART themselves when I was in a meeting not too long
ago said if we were to do this it would cost us millions of dollars so
we’re very happy to support your operation because it’s cheaper!”
East Tampa: “It’s always done in some type of manipulative way;
the plan is already the plan.”
Wimauma: “Some of the concerns that the community has been
having these guys are coming in and buying everything and
developing everything, what’s gonna happen to us? Are we gonna
be pushed out?”
West Tampa: “So what now has been eliminated through rule of
law, legality, that says you can now live anywhere you want to all
the redlining’s officially out the way, but the reality of it is through
economics we’re still segregated.”
HOPE: “And they did a vote and we won by one vote. One vote. And
we didn’t think it would be that close, so we were so glad we were
there. It would’ve lost.”
WellBuilt Bikes: “Having a reliable form of transportation is a gamechanger for people.”

Staff/Community Interviews: Overlap
Table 11. Comparison of Staff and Community Interviews: Equity in Hillsborough County Transportation
Planning
Staff Quote

Staff

Community

Community Quote

FDOT: “We are I think
moving in a better direction
with maybe systematically
trying to use the right types
of public involvement
techniques for the projects
where it’s needed.”
HART: “That’s why
something like this
referendum is such a huge
deal for us to help us get
caught up on that so we have
the infrastructure to provide
better service.”
City of Tampa: “Like fortieth
street is a great example
where, when you add
roundabouts it’s safer for
pedestrians and cyclists and
there’s bike lanes and… I Just
rode the street yesterday
and it’s beautiful.”

Speaks mostly about the
present and future

Speaks mostly of the
past

East Tampa: “What it does to your
community is culturally destroy any
remembrance of our historical
relationship in this city.”

Optimistic about the
future

Worried about the
future

Wimauma: “Some of the concerns
that the community has been
having these guys are coming in and
buying everything and developing
everything, what’s gonna happen to
us? Are we gonna be pushed out?”

Bikes and transit are
good for the
environment, recreation,
active transit

Bikes and transit are
forced upon them
because of lack of
connectivity, not being
able to afford a car or
license suspension

West Tampa: “We really don’t have
very good connectivity, hence the
need for cars, for more cars.”
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Table 11. (Continued)
City of Tampa: “Anyone who
wants to meet with us and so
if it’s an extra presentation to
a neighborhood association
or business owners or a
corridor, we’re always happy
to meet I feel like we’re very
accessible.”
Hillsborough County:
“…public meeting that we
have and we have public
hearings and that option,
basically that public hearing
is an option here.”

They are trying their best
with public participation,
says they are always
available to talk to
anyone

Feels manipulated or
placated

East Tampa: “It’s always done in
some type of manipulative way; the
plan is already the plan.”

Town halls, presentations

Deep community
organizing, quality of
life surveys

HOPE: “Oh that’s another thing we
train people to be organizers. It’s
not easy work.”

Discussion
Agency Perspective (Plans and Processes)
One of the most repeated words in the staff interviews was the word “balance.” The FDOT,
County Public Works, and the City of Tampa representatives all stated that the prioritization of their
projects is “based on a lot of factors” (COT). Only the HART and the MPO representatives did not use the
word balance to describe how they prioritize their funding and projects. A similar theme arose from the
“not our job” code which was applied every time an agency representative minimized their agency’s role
in affecting equity outcomes. Balance, or a need to consider everyone and every issue equally, is the
focus of Hillsborough County transportation agency staff rather than equity. Ultimately, this works
against the idea that equity is a goal (Indicator 1). If equity were a goal, then weighing the needs of
frontline communities would take precedence more often.
Another takeaway is that agencies lean heavily on the MPO to do equity studies for them (COT,
BOCC, FDOT). The MPO does most of the studies and prioritization around equity. That was a repeated
sentiment from all of the jurisdictions, and even the MPO representative recognized their role, stating “I
think a lot of the governments we work with recognize that we have institutional capacity to build
equity. I mean at least if not all staff, several staff in particular for sure are really well-recognized in the
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community as experts in doing that kind of planning.” The MPO created the Health Atlas which is found
on the Plan Hillsborough website, pushed for Vision Zero and Health in all Policies commitments, and
won grants for resiliency and sustainability, and often has at least one or two full-time staff working on
equity-related iniatives at any given time. In this way, the MPO fills in gaps for the staff and resource
shortcomings of other agencies.
One reason they rely heavily on the MPO is because the MPO exists specifically to ensure that
the needs of the pubic are considered in transportation planning. Another reason is that local agencies,
specifically the County and the City, are relatively short-staffed. Their lack of staff that are available to
work on social equity issues is mostly a result of a lack of funding (Indicator 9). One of the upsides of this
lack of funding is that it forces these agencies to be collaborative (Indicator 3). However, it also takes the
onus of responsibility for addressing equity off of each agency and may be overburdening the MPO.
Although there are very few state and federal requirements for addressing social equity, staff
from every agency try to address equity on their own. For example, the facilities team for the County
wrote what the call a Preliminary Land Use and Transportation (PLAT) study procedure themselves as a
way to “understand, what kind of project do we build? And not just traffic, you know, it’s about the
community” (Hillsborough County Public Works, 2019). Staff from different agencies agreed that FDOT’s
PD&E is the most rigorous required public participation and context-oriented process. However, the
representative from the County Public Works department said that the PD&E manual “…tells you exactly
a-b-c-d of what to do, but that doesn’t get you all the way. You have to really get down to your
community level to exactly see what you want to do” (2019).
There are also no incentives for addressing equity, and the only punitive consequence for not
addressing equity, outside of completely messing up or ignoring a federal regulation, is the threat of
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being publicly embarrassed or sued. Ultimately, it is very difficult to stop a project. The most influential
actor in stopping a project are organized people. The FDOT representative said,
“Yes, a project, well a project can be stopped. Stopped if there is a huge amount of public
controversy. And that controversy might arise from those, you know, areas that we
talked about in terms of low-income and disadvantaged and that kind of thing… we’re
held accountable in a lot of ways by the public.”
One resounding message is that there are still few requirements and little support for
meaningful public participation (Indicator 4). However, when the public engages these agencies in
specific ways, they can be very powerful. Enterprising Latinas, for example, impressed the Board of
County Commission with their business plan. After winning their respect and attention, they were able
to work out a deal to secure funding and agency support for their Arriba Bus project. HART takes citizen
feedback more seriously when people show up in-person to a Board meeting. Elected officials feel more
confident in making decisions based on citizen feedback when a lot of people have one unified message.
These are things that the public should be aware of when attempting to influence transportation
planning decisions.
Community Perspective (Outcomes)
All three nonprofit organizations represented in the sample – Enterprising Latinas, HOPE, and
WellBuilt Bikes – did not intentionally choose transportation as the issue to focus on, but rather,
transportation organically emerged as one of the top issues affecting the lives of the communities that
they work with. Jon Dengler of WellBuilt Bikes explained,
“It wasn’t that I was someone who was really into bikes, I was into these neighbors. I
was into standing with these folks. Then this emerged as the tool, the right tool to use,
and so you learn to use the tool.”
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These three organizations were already doing deep work with marginalized communities,
observing their needs and allowing them to speak for themselves about what they need. HOPE has a
systematic way of collecting qualitative data, sending volunteers to knock on doors in underserved areas
of the county to ask, “What keeps you up at night?” WellBuilt Bikes began as a houseless drop-in center
that evolved into a business that teaches the houseless to work on their own bikes, provides them a
space and tools to do that work, and even allows them to purchase bikes with sweat equity. Enterprising
Latinas is a community empowerment organization with a focus on economic empowerment. They
found that it was difficult to focus on economic empowerment without also paying attention to their
community’s ability to access economic opportunities.
Access to jobs and necessities was a recurring theme in these interviews. They spoke to a lack of
accessibility, Mobility Equity Indicator 2. The HOPE representative told the story of a young woman who
would get off work after the bus stopped running and would get stranded downtown. The woman
carried a list with her of people who might be able to pick her up on those occasions, including members
of HOPE. The Enterprising Latinas regularly hear “horror stories” from the people in Wimauma that they
work with. One such story shows what people in Wimauma are forced to do when they have no means
of transportation:
“This lady was paying $90 to be taken to one of the hospitals in Tampa to see her baby,
and it was ninety dollars each way. Each way. And then, they had not seen their baby
which was in ICU for three or four days because they ran out of money. They were
paying ninety dollars each way to go see the baby. And so, they came here kind of like,
very desperate you know, this is our situation, we don’t know what to do, we need to
see our baby. And of course, that breaks everyone’s heart because you know you have a
child that’s in the hospital and then to hear the story of people abusing really… this form
of injustice that’s from your own neighbors you know. It’s really heartbreaking.”
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Another theme arose from the codes “displacement,” “gentrification” and “segregation,”
particularly in the interviews with Connie Burton of East Tampa and Walter Smith II of West Tampa.
They both spoke of history as if it were still in the present day. Burton explained how she remembers
the 1960s when the highway first came along, how it was sold to people as being for the “greater good
of the entire community” while “transportation and impact on black community has been
afterthought.” Smith explained how redlining still exists through economic forces:
“So what now has been eliminated through rule of law, legality, that says ‘you can now
live anywhere you want to,’ all the redlining’s officially out the way, but the reality of it
is through economics we’re still segregated.”
Mobility Equity Indicator 4 is “Inclusive public involvement and increased public power to
influence decisions.” Some of the interview participants seemed to feel that they have no control over
their own communities and destinies. The Enterprising Latinas representative Santos Morales express
that people are worried that they are going to be pushed out in the near future by the new residential
developments sprouting up all around the area. Furthermore, these communities feel that they have
been manipulated to buy-in to transportation planning decisions, and are continuing to be manipulated.
Similarly, Burton said,
“We’re not in control of the structure in terms of how people lay the rail, how people
implement scheduling; I’m saying that the first thought in any of these designs have not
been for the consideration of how or what impact it was gonna have on black life.”
There are, however, some bright spots. Some best practices in community engagement did
emerge from these interviews. It is clear that agencies will listen if the public organizes effectively. For
example, HOPE was able to get late-night bus service because of their approach, in which they did…
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“…a lot of leadership development and training and engagement of members to listen
to their community, research solutions, and then speak face to face with decisionmakers with the power of large numbers of people to get change.”
Nonprofits like Enterprising Latinas and WellBuilt Bikes have taken matters into their own hands
and have found ways to extend their organizations’ capacities to address transportation inequities.
Dengler explains that providing access to transportation to everyone in the city makes the whole city
better off,
“So, we’re trying to provide reliable transportation to those in our city that need it… This
isn’t just with biking, but our vision really is to see bridges built between the rich and
poor, between resources and lack of resources, where we can be a healthier and more
holistic city, a more well-built city… Transportation can open up the city, open up its
economy, open up its opportunities.”
Another bright spot is in West Tampa. The West Tampa CRA now has a strategic action plan that
was “determined and decided upon by the people.” Walter Smith II expressed that he feels that the
board that he sits on, the Citizen Advisory Committee to the West Tampa CRA, has full “Citizen Power”
which is the top rung on Arstein’s “Ladder of Participation.” Those who sit on the board don’t just come
from the West Tampa community, they also regularly talk with residents and were chosen to sit on the
board because of their longstanding membership in grassroots organizations in West Tampa. Smith says
that nothing gets built or will get built in West Tampa unless it gets approved by the CRA’s CAC first.
Overlap
The biggest takeaway from comparing and contrasting the responses of staff to the responses of
community representatives is that there is a huge difference between what the community is saying
about certain projects and what staff are saying about those same projects. For example, while the City
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of Tampa is pleased with their implementation of roundabouts on 40th avenue, the East Tampa
representative spoke about roundabouts with great disdain. Connie Burton stated that she believes that
the roundabouts are only being put in communities of color to make it easier for law enforcement to
pull over black people. The removal of the Florisbraska Exit from I-275 and the accompanying groundlevel improvements is another example where the city believes that they are doing something great for
the community while representatives of those communities feel that they will be hurt by the change.
This is most likely related to a lack of meaningful public engagement (Mobility Equity Indicator 4).
Interview questions related to Mobility Equity Indicator 7: Mode choice and de-emphasizing the
SOV, reaped some interesting results. The disconnect between the way public agencies speak about
non-SOV transportation options and the way that the community representatives speak about non-SOV
transportation options is particularly striking. Two patterns were observed. One, many representatives
insisted that cars are necessary for their communities due to the fact that their communities are being
displaced to places in the county where jobs are not accessible and transportation services are
inconvenient. Two, while staff views buses and bicycling as an indisputably valid form of transportation
that they are trying to encourage, representatives of frontline communities view these modes as modes
that have been “forced upon them.” Connie Burton of East Tampa explained,
“Being on a bicycle for an African person it has been out of necessity. For a lot of white
people it’s for recreation so they feel like recreationally they’re equal parting to
somebody in a vehicle… I think that it has really been imposed up us as African people
because if you talk to a lot of adults the reason why they on bikes is because of
suspended license. Is because of some policy or some law that says that you’re not
deserving to be in your vehicle so our choices have been eliminated for us. So to keep
from crawling we have gotten on a bicycle.”
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Another dichotomy exists between what each stakeholder sees as the main problem to
addressing equity in transportation – staff says it is a lack of funding (Mobility Equity Indicator 9), while
the community says the problem is that these agencies do not center the needs of frontline
communities (Mobility Equity Indicator 4). Every agency mentioned that they have been not just
underfunded, but “severely” underfunded. On one hand, one might argue that a lot can be done with
very little if the will to do so exists. Whether or not funding exists, an organization’s decision-makers can
still choose to make social equity a priority. On the other hand, if funding has truly been as meager as
these agencies claim, then perhaps the miscommunication could be smoothed over if agencies were
more transparent about that roadblock.
If there were more communication and collaboration between agencies and the public,
particularly underserved communities, these opposing narratives might not exist. There is a big
difference between how the public sees public participation, and how public agencies view it. While
representatives of communities felt that these agencies had to be heavily coerced to listen to their
needs, agency representatives felt that they actually pay too much attention to the needs of the public.
There was a lot of antagonism coming from people working at public agencies regarding unhappy
constituents. One representative made remarks about “obnoxious complaints,” another referenced
“caviar wishes,” while yet another claimed that the wishes of some members of the public sound like “I
want a Bugatti!” It seems that these agencies feel that they are supposed to listen to everyone equally
rather than equitably. They may be spending a lot of time listening to the complaints of those who do
not have real issues even though those individuals with the loudest voices may not be who need the
most help.
Overall, there are not as many requirements for public participation as one might expect. Public
participation is not required for most agencies and agencies do not have sufficient support to help them
utilize best practices. For example, FDOT does not have strict requirements for what public involvement
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is supposed to look like or how their processes should be evaluated. Instead, they take each project on a
case-by-case basis. One representative worried about a “pendulum effect,” stating that FDOT worries
that just because something did not work once that it will never work again. This idea is antithetical to
the implementation of best practices. If processes are tested and data carefully collected about what
works and what does not work in different situations, it becomes easier to use the correct method the
next time.
Three of the community representatives (East Tampa, West Tampa, and HOPE) agreed that what
they usually experience from agencies is some sort of placation or manipulation. However, several
community representatives and staff seemed to agree that on Sherry Arnstein’s “Ladder of
Participation” (1969), the type of public participation that is the most realistic and possibly even the
most desirable is partnership. The MPO representatives said:
“When I think of partnership, I think equality like, 50-50 split and nothing can move
forward unless you get consensus on an issue. I think if we were at the rung of six that
would almost force more hard work to be done to find a project or to find a resolution
that both sides can agree on. Then you to me like when you get to the level of
partnership there really doesn’t seem to be a need for sides…”
Another key takeaway is in understanding who has power in the transportation planning
process. According to the FDOT representative, “the decision-making has been kind of siphoned down to
a dozen key points where the legislature, the governor, local elected officials all have to weigh in and
vote on things.” Ultimately, elected officials and board members make the final decisions not just on
short-term, project-based action but long-term structural changes such as whether or not equity should
be a priority.
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It is also helpful to understand which organizations are responsible for the money and the
regulations that apply to how it is spent. Ultimately, “the TIP, the list of projects and the funding
amounts, the priority list information, the LRTP information, all of that is verified with the federal
highway oversight people, verified with DOT [and] is verified at the MPO level before the money can
actually start flowing” (FDOT interview, 2019). The FHWA is the final entity to review the LRTP and any
other proposed use of federal funds, so they ultimately have the final say, and what they decide is
essentially predicated on whether or not federal requirements have been met. Unfortunately, those
federal requirements do not have strong rules related to social equity as it is defined in this study.
Staff and community members alike see a need for transformational, proactive change and not
just reactions, Band-Aids, and “buy-ins.” Even with FDOT’s PD&E process, which according to
representatives of other agencies, including City of Tampa and the Board of County Commission, is the
most rigorous social and environmental context evaluation that exists, there is almost nothing in that
process that can stop the process. The process is not designed to prevent a project from being built once
a project makes it into the plan and is allocated funding. “If they can’t be avoided, can they be reduced?
And if they can’t be reduced, can they be mitigated for?” If the FDOT or another agency has decided that
they are going to build something, then they are likely going to build it unless the public organizes
incredibly effectively.
Three complementary discoveries from these interviews provide hope for the future. First, both
communities and staff mentioned the racist policies and highway construction of the past, and how it
has impacted low-income communities of color (FDOT, 2019; Burton, 2019). Everyone agrees that
accessibility is key, as is a shift towards multimodal options. At the same time, every staff member
interviewed mentioned that the referendum money that will be coming in shortly will solve their
funding issues, which in their view is the number one roadblock to addressing equity. At the same time,
it seems that communities are becoming more organized and are not only learning how to engage with
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the process, but are taking matters into their own hands and providing their own communities with
transportation.
HOPE and the Enterprising Latinas have both successfully won campaigns with county agencies
in order to improve transportation services. Tired of waiting to be served, both WellBuilt Bikes and
Enterprising Latinas have actually cut out the middleman and are providing their own transportation
services. Meanwhile, Walter Smith II with the West Tampa CRA CAC says that “You’re not going to do
any kind of work in West Tampa unless you’ve been before our CAC, period” (Smith, 2019). This new
advisory board, although only about five years old, already has citizen power, the top rung on Sherry
Arnstein’s ladder. Hopefully, the transportation planning agencies will provide support to those
community organizations to help make them sustainable.
Hillsborough’s transportation planning agencies have been evolving, and are expected to
continue to evolve towards embracing equity as a goal. Many of the staff members of these agencies are
retiring soon, so there will be room for new and fresh ideas. Norman Krumholz’s experience highlighted
the importance of staff experience and values, and the will of leadership. The FDOT representative
recognized that in the past, they were just “making sure that [they] were checking the boxes with what
[they’re] legally required to do.” The MPO was hopeful about the future of transportation planning,
saying that since the 2016 TIP hearing when the community protested TBX, social equity “seems like it
has been pushed the forefront of our minds, so it’s definitely playing a more overt role in our planning.”
The MPO representative also mentioned a new initiative that will improve their ability to quantify and
measure equity outcomes:
“We haven’t worked out all the details of this yet, but an initiative that we’re looking
into is like how to quantify benefits accrued to certain communities like which
communities are receiving the harms which communities are receiving the benefits. So
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we’re looking into a process of assessing which communities would receive the harms
and which communities would receive the benefits of specific projects.”
There is a lot of room for improvement. Staff in Hillsborough County’s transportation planning
agencies need to better understand what communities think about different projects before they begin
planning. They need to be more outcome-driven. They should be proactive about quantifying social
equity outcomes while also being willing to collect qualitative data which is a more difficult process.
Communities feel underserved and under-represented, and they are well aware of the history of how
their communities got to be the way that they are.
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Chapter 6: Policy Implications
As the discussion sections of the previous chapters demonstrate, Hillsborough County has a long
way to go before it begins addressing social equity in a meaningful way, but it is doing a lot of things
right as well. There is plenty of human capital to tap into in the community and changes are happening
at all levels of the transportation planning process as funding sources shift, leadership retires, and
narratives about what people need and value evolve.
The following recommendations are drawn from the nine Mobility Equity Indicators (MEI)
identified in Chapter 4, data on restorative equity, mobility equity, equity planning and the
transportation planning process best practices, combined with findings from a review of Hillsborough
County’s primary transportation plans and findings from interviews with representatives from five key
transportation planning agencies and five historically underserved communities.

Recommendation 1: Define Equity for Hillsborough County
The clearest takeaway from both the long-range plans and interviews is that agencies that do
transportation planning in Hillsborough County do not have a clear idea of what equity means insofar as
how it can be accomplished through transportation development. There is no agreed-upon definition for
the word in the county, and thus it is not operationalized with intention very often. Confusion shrouded
conversation about the topic, and clarity about its definition and use was asked for by nearly every staff
participant.
Defining equity would be the first step towards taking social equity seriously. Transportation
agencies may wish to come together with other government agencies and departments and workshop
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what social equity means to them. They could also do research and bring in experts to help guide the
conversation and help them settle on a working definition.

Recommendation 2: Make Equity a Goal in Plans
Not only is making equity a goal Mobility Equity Indicator 1, but community interviews also
found that transportation is the top issue for frontline communities. With each plan update comes a
new opportunity to embrace new goals. Making increased social equity a goal is a big step, but it is also
a doable step. Elected officials have the power to make this happen, but they often claim to be
constrained by the will of the people, but considering social equity is all about uplifting the needs of
several large populations of residents, it is reasonable to assume that the community support to
embrace equity as a goal is already there.
Plenty of data exists to justify focusing on social equity as well. Regions with higher equity scores
experience stronger, more sustained growth (Pastor, 2006); regions with less segregation and lower
income inequality see more upward mobility (Chetty et al., 2015); companies with more diverse
workforces make higher profits (Herring, 2008); and lower economic inequality results in better health
outcomes for everyone (Picket and Wilkinson, 2015). Ultimately, if everyone were able to participate
fully in the economy, cities would make billions more in GDP. For example, PolicyLink just calculated that
Pinellas County would see a $3.6 billion increase in GDP if racial gaps in income were eliminated
(PolicyLink, 2019).
If an agency needs help with the wording of their social equity goal, they can follow the lead of
Norman Krumholz. The goal of his nationally recognized comprehensive plan was simply, “To promote a
wider range of choices for those Cleveland residents who have few, if any choices” (Krumholz et al.,
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1975). Like Krumholz’s planning department, with approval of the Mayor at the time, Hillsborough
County’s transportation planning agencies can also make social equity a goal.
In addition, decision-makers in Hillsborough County should make policy decisions based on what
is in their transportation plans. Making social equity a goal and designing planning scenarios around that
and other goals will only effect outcomes insofar as elected officials respect what is in those plans. For
example, the Hillsborough Board of County Commission routinely approves sprawling subdivision
developments with hundreds of units in the South County region, even when they require land use code
changes or zoning code changes, and even when they are supposed to be managing growth in a way
that leads to the Bustling Metropolis that was identified by the Hillsborough MPO as the public’s ideal
future county. This leads to overcapacity on existing roads; many neighborhoods are even built on dirt
roads. The only other option for those residents is to bike on unprotected bike lanes, walk many miles in
the sun, or live near one of only a couple existing bus routes.
Todd Litman posits that one indication that social equity outcomes will not be realized is
“Fragmented and incremental planning, allowing individual decisions that contradict strategic planning
objectives.” It is currently too easy in Hillsborough County to grant variances and wavers for things like
mobility fees. It is also too easy for elected officials to approve land use changes under the excuse that it
is a “simple property rights issue” (Higginbothom, 2018). Setting specific, quantifiable targets is one way
to encourage elected officials to stick to their plans. Passing specific ordinances and policies is another
way to ensure that goals identified in plans are adhered to.

Recommendation 3: People-Centric, Outcomes-Focused Planning
This recommendation is intended to address the MEIs related to outcomes (accessibility,
affordability, jobs, housing, and health, and mode choice). Place-based, output-driven planning focuses
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too much on how many sidewalks or road lane miles are being developed in places like Downtown or
Westshore, instead of targeting frontline communities and working to improve their quality of life.
Equity is about outcomes, and it is about centering people over places. Krumholz understood this before
most. He stated that,
“… the problems of Cleveland and its people have less to do with land uses, zoning, or
issues of urban design – the traditional domain of city planners – and more to do with
personal and municipal poverty, unemployment, neighborhood deterioration and
abandonment, crime, inadequate mobility, and so on” (Krumholz et al., 1975)
This recommendation is also intended to improve upon MEI 8, and is focused on increasing the
collection of qualitative data, as well as quantifying public interests in order to compete with economic
interests. It is easy to quantify dollars and cents; it is not as easy to quantify human health and
happiness. Letting equity lead funding decisions, however, is not inherently more expensive. It is simply
a matter of prioritization. Another quote from Krumholz states,
“Well, efficiency is a high-priority item. Cities have to pay their own way. Cities have to
collect their taxes and spend their taxes in kind of a systematic way. So that’s an
important consideration. But although you really want cities to be as efficient as
possible, at the same time, you want them to be considerate of the needs of their
citizens… What is efficiency for? It’s to provide the kinds of goods and public services
that the community needs. I’m not opposed to efficiency, I just want to broaden the
context of efficiency to include equity. That’s got to be in the equation all the time.”
(Welle, 2015)
There is a local movement towards people-centric planning. The MPO’s new “Level of Traffic
Stress” measure of walkability level of service is one example of this trend. Similarly, the publication of
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the FDOT Source Book on performance measures and their associated formulas include new
performance measures such as Passenger Miles Traveled (PMT). PMT measures the number of people
moving through a space rather than the count of vehicles which often leaves out the individuals
carpooling or riding public transit. Quantifying outcomes is more difficult than quantifying outputs, but it
is well worth the effort.

Recommendation 4: Emphasize Accessibility and Discourage Sprawl
This recommendation comes directly from MEI 2. Access can mean many things, and all of them
are important. It can mean access to decision-making, access to public transportation, access to
amenities, and access to information. One common notion of access focuses on the accessibility of
transportation and amenities to people with disabilities. The Greenlining Institute states that access
exists when a…
…Transportation mode is physically accessible (available in neighborhood), accessible to
disabled people, accessible to people with various cultures/languages, accessible
without the need for banking or a smartphone… (Creger et al., 2018).
Many researchers argue that access is rooted in land use and zoning that moves amenities and
people geographically closer together. To visualize this type of access, envision a society where
everything a person could want is within walking distance. At the same time that a planner encourages
access, they could also be discouraging sprawl.
Today, Hillsborough County is one of the fastest growing counties in the United States.
According to the US Census Bureau, the county grew by 26,773 people between mid-2017 and -2018,
making it the tenth fastest growing city in the country (US Census Newsroom, 2019). All of these people
will have to go somewhere, and growth management is going to be the key to preventing a spike in
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single occupancy vehicle (SOV)-based carbon emissions, standstill traffic, and isolated communities of
subdivisions that are miles away from the nearest grocery store or job center.
Discouraging sprawl also means discouraging SOV-use. Hillsborough County is also known for its
suburban sprawl, in part because goals and policies of the past have shaped Hillsborough County into
the SOV-dependent county that it is today. The Interstate and Defense Act of 1956 led to federallyfunded highways and exacerbated urban sprawl. The Highway Trust Fund ensured that freeways would
be "self-propagating" because more freeways encourage more driving, and more driving means
increased revenue from the gas tax, and more revenue means more freeways, in a never-ending cycle.
Highway construction continues to encourage sprawl to this day. Between our land-use patterns and the
trillions of dollars we have invested into car-centric transportation infrastructure, Americans have few
other choices when it comes to getting around (Dreier et al. 2014).
SOVs are inherently inequitable because not everyone can drive or afford a car. Seniors and
youth cannot drive, people who are temporarily injured or who have permanent disabilities cannot
drive, people with certain mental illnesses or aversions cannot drive, and some people simply cannot
afford the cost of a personal vehicle, which on average costs $8,500/year (Edmonds, 2017).
The Interstate and Defense Act and Highway Trust Fund made it so that public transportation
could not compete with the automobile because roadways were provided with their own funding source
and no longer had to compete for funds in the government's general revenue. In other countries, roads
must compete with other modes of transportation for funding from the general budget.
Interestingly, gas tax revenue has been dropping and is expected to continue to drop. The
phenomenon of decreasing gas tax revenue is providing motivation for local leaders to find other
funding sources and to look to other transportation modes as mobility solutions. Todd Litman (2019)
recommends the following strategies to deemphasize SOVs:
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1. Reduce or eliminate parking minimums
2. Increase the cost of parking and driving
3. Discourage land use policies that favor sprawl, such as high parking requirements, large setback
requirements, density restrictions and single-use zoning (Litman, 2019).

Recommendation 5: Increase Grassroots Organizing Skills in Staff
This recommendation comes from Norman Krumholz’s recommendations, and MEI 4, “Inclusive
public involvement and increased public power to influence decisions.” The need to address social
equity exists because certain communities have never had their voices heard, have never been invited
to have a seat at the table, and have been denied the power to make sufficient changes in their own
communities. Considering planners are essentially mediators between public interests and decisionmakers, as well as between public interests and businesses and financial interests, it is a natural
progression that planners might become advocates and even organizers for the public good. Otherwise,
planners become complicit in the continued subjugation of those communities. Without some level of
advocacy, the will of the elected official, the interests of business, and the loudest voices will win over
the needs of those underserved communities every time.
When Norman Krumholz was appointed by Mayor Stokes, he made an effort to hire staff with
social justice backgrounds. This intentional restructuring is one thing that sets equity planning apart.
Similar to the way thousands of companies around the globe have adopted corporate responsibility
policies to ensure sustainability outcomes. Corporations have been embracing corporate structures that
involve overhauling their mission and goals, products, and procedures (Khalili and Melaragno, 2011).
About the will of the planner, Krumholz stated,
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“Planners may choose to stay within the narrow boundaries of their customary area of
expertise, or they may define new roles for themselves. To opt for the former is to risk
being relegated to an increasingly marginal position in urban affairs. In choosing to
redefine their roles along the lines outlined above, planners may eventually find
themselves in positions of leadership in urban government.”
Planning staff are often unsatisfied acting as a neutral technocrat. They know that their
expertise makes them powerful, and their ability to communicate ideas to the public and to elected
officials is invaluable to the process. Allowing and encouraging planners to empower frontline
communities could provide the key to sustainable projects that improve the quality of life for everyone.
When planners organize communities to form their own organizations, they can better advocate for
themselves on their own. Krumholz pointed out the importance of grassroots organizing, saying,
“The most important part about it is organizing at the neighborhood level, and turning
the neighborhood people into politically astute people who will vote their own interest,
who will understand first of all how the system works, understand how they plan an
important role in making the system work. And then vote in accordance with their own
interests.” (Interview with Krumholz, Welle, 2015).
Empowering staff to organize ultimately serves two purposes: both to educate and empower
the community, and to learn from them at the same time. As demonstrated by the Hillsborough County
case study, there is a major disconnect between the views and opinions of staff and the views and
opinions of underserved communities, and those underserved communities feel manipulated and
discarded. By organizing communities around their own interests, staff will also be building trust with
those communities.
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It is also recommended that public feedback be considered with greater intent as a step towards
understanding which voices should be prioritized. FDOT is moving in that direction with TBNext. HART’s
new CEO is currently doing a listening tour and he promises that his agency’s policy recommendations
will be informed by a comprehensive public engagement process (Johnston, 2019). There are also many
tools available to help an agency improve their public participation. The “Jemez Principles of Democratic
Organizing” is one such tool that acts like a checklist for how to not just involve, but empower frontline
communities that are most affected by a social inequity (Solis, 1997).
The Greenlining Institute asserts that the final step in the transportation planning process
should be to “Place decision-making power in the hands of the local community” (2018). Many of the
agencies and community representatives interviewed for this study expressed that a partnership
between decision-makers/staff and communities is the most desirable public engagement arrangement.

Recommendation 6: Increase Coordination, Info Tracking and Info Sharing
This recommendation comes from MEI 3, “Collaborative (non-siloed) decision-making.” When
approaches to solving inequities are siloed, problems usually end up unsolved. A large affordable
housing complex in the suburbs may provide shelter to many low-income people, but if they do not
have transportation back into the city, then they ultimately will not be able to get a job and work to
provide for themselves and their families. This recommendation works in tandem with
Recommendation 3, since encouraging access and discouraging sprawl requires coordination with other
departments, most notably land use and affordable housing.
This recommendation also works in tandem with Recommendation 2, measuring performance.
It is difficult to measure performance without coordination and without a data hub, such as a website or
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central office. Many agencies already track certain data points that would benefit another agency or
even the whole county, but getting that information into the hands of another agency can be difficult.
Providing a single location where agencies can coordinate and share their data will lead not only
to the availability of more robust data, but to increased coordination and cooperation between agencies
to tackle these difficult problems. A good example to follow is the UNITE Pinellas-funded equity-focused
research center and foundation called the Center for Health Equity which will be launched in October
2019. The center will be a space for engagement and collaboration, story collection from frontline
communities, and research. It will also be a physical meeting space with conference rooms, activity
spaces and rooms for large and small events.

Recommendation 7: Measure Performance and Set Specific Targets for Improvement
This recommendation comes from MEI 8, “Consistent measurement, particularly spatial
analyses and quality of life analyses.” Performance measurement is imperative to achieving
improvements, but transportation planning agencies were not required by the Federal Government to
measure their performance until 2017 when MAP-21 mandated specific measures (none of which relate
to equity) and required state agencies and MPOs set their own performance targets for those measures.
In addition, there does not seem to be a standard format for GOPs in Hillsborough County, but the best
GOPs involve performance measures and performance targets. Goals should be broad visionary
outcomes, objectives should be quantifiable achievements, and policies are the specific tactics that will
be employed to reach the stated objective.
The way that objectives are written is particularly important because they should have
quantifiable performance measures associated with them. Those measures will set baselines in order to
measure how the distribution of benefits and burdens has changed over time, and specific targets that
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the agency will try to meet by a certain date. Performance targets hold an agency accountable for the
way that they spend their time and money. Hence, the best objective will state: In order to accomplish
the Goal, we will accomplish (quantifiable improvement) by (date).
To affect social equity conditions, data measured should be outcome-driven, should involve
multiple components such as a spatial analysis component, and should be both qualitative and
quantitative. The best social equity performance measures will correlate data between targeted groups,
their location, and the distribution of burdens and benefits. Most importantly, data measurement will
be performed at specific intervals to measure performance changes.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion
The culture of a public agency changes over time, but the impacts that those agencies have on
the built environment last for decades or longer. Decision-makers come and go with each passing
election cycle, and with new elected officials comes new opportunities to make big changes in how
transportation planning is done.
Political will is the most important factor in allowing and motivating agencies to embrace social
equity goals. In the case of the City of Tampa, the Mayor has the power to make social equity a goal. For
the County’s Public Works department, the Hillsborough County Board of County Commission has that
power. For the MPO, the power lies with the Hillsborough MPO Board which is largely comprised of
elected officials. And for FDOT, the Florida State Legislature, particularly the Governor, makes the big
funding prioritization decisions. The availability of funding is always a challenge for public agencies, so
those who write a jurisdiction’s budget ends up having the most influence, even when they are advised
and overseen by other agencies. Money can be found if a political leadership is committed to finding it,
and social equity can be achieved if political leadership is ready to prioritize it.
While the prioritization of funding for transportation from general funds is one key way to fund
projects that leads to equitable outcomes, some money also comes from dedicated sources such as gas
taxes and local option sales taxes. Jurisdictional boards including Cities and the County can choose to
opt-in to these sources through a vote. They can also put a new funding source on the ballot for that
jurisdiction. In 2010, the Board of County Commission put a 1-percent sales tax for transportation
infrastructure on the countywide ballot and the county voters voted it down. After that, the Commission
refused to put it back on the ballot, so in 2018 a private nonprofit called All for Transportation
successfully petitioned to put the 1-percent sales tax on that year’s ballot, and this time it was passed by
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the voters with 57-percent of the vote (Irwin Taylor, 2018). Unfortunately, a sales tax is a regressive
funding source, meaning people earning less or nothing are being charged the same as people who earn
more. TransitCenter and the Victoria Institute assert that this is an unequitable funding mechanism (MEI
9). More progressive funding sources, such as mobility fees for developers, would be more equitable
because they charge those who earn more income to provide benefits to those who make less,
effectively redistributing benefits and burdens.
The staff of these agencies have a lot of power as well, and they certainly contributed to an
increase in public awareness about how transportation affects our lives and what can be done about it
which helped the 1-percent sales tax to pass eight years after it failed. The ability of a planner to form
trusting relationships with staff of other agencies, with members of the community, and with newly
elected representatives can make all the difference in whether or not a project or structural change is
embraced. Krumholz stressed the importance of having the right staff, and it makes sense, considering
people cannot help carrying their own personal motivations into their work.
At the end of the day, however, it is the community that has the power to hold elected officials
accountable by showing up when it counts, and by electing or not electing them next term. The
community also has the power to help itself when the government fails them. Again, the sales tax
referendum is an example of the community coming together and making something happen when
elected officials would not.
Today, MPOs are the primary government agency addressing social equity through
transportation planning, as demonstrated both by this study and others (Manaugh et al., 2013).
However, all of Hillsborough County’s transportation planning agencies have a part to play. All or any of
them have the power to effect change by embracing the theory of equity planning and uplifting those in
the community that have been historically marginalized. Committing to equity planning means
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following-through with policy changes. Many of today’s problems are the result of policies of the past,
but they can be fixed with policies in the present.
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Appendix A: Mobility Equity Indicators (MEI) Sources
I.

THE VICTORIA INSTITUTE

Todd Litman’s report, Evaluating Transportation Equity: Guidance For Incorporating Distributional
Impacts in Transportation Planning, published by The Victoria Institute in 2002 and updated in 2014
identified the following equity indicators on page 26:
1. Emphasis on mobility over accessibility
2. Undervaluing non-motorized trips, for example by focusing on commute trips
3. Indirect costs unaccounted for
4. Fragmented and incremental planning, allowing individual decisions that contradict strategic
planning objectives
5. Lower funding and lack of local match for for non-SOV modes, including parking
6. Underpriced parking and driving, such as lack of congestion pricing making it too easy to drive
7. Environmental injustice
8. Land use policies that favor sprawl, such as high parking requirements, large setback
requirements, density restrictions and single-use zoning.

II.

POLICYLINK
PolicyLink’s 2019 publication, An Equity Profile of Pinellas County, identified a total of 46

indicators in their health equity index, including:
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1. Demographic indicators (such as the percent of linguistically isolated households per census
tract)
2. Economic vitality (such as income inequality and unemployment rate by race/ethnicity)
3. Youth preparedness (such as share of 16 to 24 year-olds not enrolled in school and without a
high school diploma by race/ethnicity)
4. Connectedness
a. Percent severely rent-burdened households by census tract
b. Eviction rates of renter homes
c. Owner-occupied households by race/ethnicity
d. Percent households without a vehicle
e. Means of transportation to work by annual earnings
f.

Percent using public transit by annual earnings and race/ethnicity

g. Average travel time to work in minutes by census tract
h. Share of adults registered to vote
i.

Voter participation by race/ethnicity

5. Justice (such as percentage of nonviolent felony convictions resulting in a prison sentence by
race/ethnicity)
6. Health of residents (such as health insurance coverage by race/ethnicity)

III.

TRANSITCENTER
TransitCenter’s report published in 2019 entitled Inclusive Transit: Advancing Equity Through

Improved Access & Opportunity outlines the following six strategies that a transportation planning
agency can use to strive for mobility equity:

118

1.

Prioritize transit for those who need it most.

2.

Strive for progressive tax funding source.

3.

Plan and operate inclusively.

4.

Plan housing affordability.

5.

Support construction jobs in low-income communities.

6.

Decriminalize fare evasion.

IV.

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
The equity indicators outlined by the Greenling Institute in a 2018 report called Mobility Equity

Framework – How to Make Transportation Work for People include:
1.

Affordability

2.

Accessibility

3.

Efficiency

4.

Reliability

5.

Safety

6.

Clean Air and Positive Health Benefits

7.

Reduction in Green House Gases

8.

Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled

9.

Connectivity to Places of Employment, Education, Services and Recreation
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10.

Fair Labor Practices

11.

Transportation-Related Employment Opportunities

12.

Inclusive Local Business and Economic Activity.

V.

NORMAN KRUMHOLZ
Finally, indicators from Norman Krumholz’s work were identified as policies in his seminal

citywide comprehensive plan, the 1975 Cleveland Policy Plan Report. The plan focused on the following
policy areas:
1. Housing Policies
a. Policy: decentralize subsidized housing
b. Utilize existing housing stock
c. Direct cash assistance to families
d. No more large housing projects
2. Transportation – While most policy plans of the day focused on high-priority roadways,
Krumholz’s plan took a different approach, taking a critical look at both SOVs and sprawl at a
time when both were at peak popularity. In particular, he pointed out the toll such planning
trends were taking on public transit services.
a. Transfer the Cleveland Transit System to a regional transit authority with
i. A suitable LOS for those who are transit-dependent
ii. Subsidized fares for those who need it most
iii. “Transit subsidies are collected in such a way as to avoid placing an additional
burden on those who are least able to pay” modern day fare-evasion
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b. No local dollars for freeway or expressway construction
c. Annual payments made to the city for all losses in property and income tax revenues are
compensated to the City.
d. Equal number of housing units taken down by the highway should be constructed
(preferably through rehabilitation of existing housing stock) at same price and rent as
those being displaced.
3. Income
a. Public subsidies and incentives for retaining private-sector jobs must only be given to
employers that have proven to be viable
b. Specific criteria required for the City to provide support to a private employer or
industry
c. Creation of public-sector jobs/residency requirements for City employees
d. Basic allowances (payments made to families with incomes below the poverty level)
should be adjusted with inflation
e. Benefits should not discriminate against the “working poor”

121

